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Volume Il — Response to Comments

Responses to Comments
on the Draft Program EIR

Purpose and Authority

This Volume Il - Responses to Comments on the Program EIR documents the public review
and comment period for the Draft Program EIR prepared for the City of Riverside General
Plan. This Volume llI, together with the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Riverside General Plan, Volumes | and Il and dated November 2004, comprise the
Final Program EIR pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15132and City Resolution No. 19478, as amended.

The Notice of Completion and the Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft Program EIR
are provided in Appendix A. The NOA was posted with the Riverside County Clerk
regarding the availability of the Draft EIR as shown in Appendix A. The distribution list for
the Draft EIR is also provided in Appendix A.

Presented in this Volume Il are the comments and responses to written comments received
during the 45-day review period for the Draft Program EIR that extended from November
19, 2004 to January 3, 2005. Five letters received after the review period ended (Letters 12
through 16) are also responded to in this document. The written comments received are
presented in chronological order by date of the correspondence. Revisions to the EIR in
response to comments are identified by shading, as illustrated in this sentence, and are
contained in the Errata to the Final Program EIR. Revisions made for internal consistency,
such as typographical errors, are not shaded.

Comment Letters Received

The following agencies and persons provided written comments on the Draft Program EIR:

1. Mirtha Liedl, Planner, Riverside County Waste Management Department. November
29, 2004.

2. Hideo Sugita, Deputy Executive Director, Riverside County Transportation Commission.
December 7, 2004.

3. Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP, Senior Regional Planner, Intergovernmental Review, Southern
California Association of Governments. December 9, 2004.

4. Teresa Tung, Senior Civic Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District. December 20, 2004.

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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Responses to Comments

5. Juan C. Perez, Deputy Director of Transportation, Transportation Department,
Transportation and Land Management Agency, County of Riverside. December 22,
2004.

6. Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director, Planning Department, Transportation and Land
Management Agency, County of Riverside. December 27, 2004.

7. Paul Frost, Associate Oil and Gas Engineer, Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Department of Conservation, State of California. December 28, 2004.

8. Terry Wold, Conservation Program Coordinator, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio Chapter.
December 30, 2004.

9. George Hague, Resident. December 30, 2004.
10. Richard Block, Friends of Riverside’s Hills. January 3, 2005.

11. Ray Hicks, Regional Manager, Public Affairs Department, Southern California Edison,
January 3, 2005.

12. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse. January 4, 2005 (Received January 6,
2005).

13. Laura J. Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Team, Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California. December 22, 2004 (Received January 10, 2005).

14. Greg Holmes, Unit Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress
Office, Department of Toxic Substances Control. January 10, 2005.

15. Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section, Santa Ana Region,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. January 18, 2005.

16. Carol Gaubatz, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, State of
California. January 3, 2005 (Received January 18, 2005).

Responses to these comment letters are provided following each comment letter. The
format of the responses is based on a letter and number code for each comment, with the
first comment in the first letter assigned code 1-1, the second comment in the first letter 1-2,
the first comment in the second letter 2-1, etc.

Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that “When responding to comments,
lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to
provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full
disclosure is made in the EIR.” Some of the comments received on the Draft Program EIR
for the Riverside General Plan program raise issues which are not environmental issues, or
the statements provide comments or opinions on the Project unrelated to specific
environmental issues. The responses to comments on the Draft Program EIR specifically
focus on those comments that relate to potentially significant environmental issues,
consistent with the requirements of Section 15204(a) of the CEQA Guidelines.

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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Responses to Comments

Change to the Project Subsequent to Draft Program EIR
Publication

Subsequent to publication of the Draft Program EIR on November 19, 2004, the Riverside
City Council made the determination not to pursue reduction in the City’s Sphere of

Influence. This action is specifically not part of the Project, and any and all references to a
planned reduction in the Sphere of Influence are hereby stricken from the Program EIR.

Responses to Comments

Copies of the comment letters received and responses to those comments begin on the
following page.

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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Responses to Comments

':: LETTER 1
S Riverside County
Wmm Mauugemwt Depamnem

Hans W Kernkamp, General Manager-Chief Engineer

November 29, 2004

Craig Aaron, Principal Planner

City of Riverside - Planning and Building Department
3900 Main Street, 3" Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

RE:  Notice of Availability for Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) -
General Plan 2025 Program for the City of Riverside

Dear Mr. Aaron:

The Riverside County Waste Management Department has reviewed the document referenced
above and has the following comments:

1. The information provided on Lamb Canyon Landfill is not current. Please revise your
document and incorporate the following current information:

The landfill encompasses approximately 1,088 acres, if which 144.6 acres are permitted | 1-1
for waste disposal. The landfill is currently permitted to receive 3,000 tons per day of
trash for disposal and has a remaining disposal capacity of approximately 13,096,686
tons, as of January 1, 2004. During the year 2003, the landfill received a total tonnage
of 197,944, averaging 615 tons a day. The current remaining disposal capacity is
estimated to last until approximately 2023. Further landfill expansion potential exists at
the Lamb Canyon Landfill,

2. The EIR should include recycling measures that focus specifically on construction and
demolition waste.

1-2
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program — EIR for the General Plan 2025
Program. Please contact me at 951/486-3284 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
v
[ J-/
Mirtha Liedl{ Planner
PD#29465
14310 Frederick Street » Moreno Valley, CA 92553 » (951) 486-3200 » Fax (951) 486-3205 + Fax (951) 486-3230
WWW.FIVCOwm.org
& printed on recycled paper
General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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Responses to Comments

1. Mirtha Liedl, Planner, Riverside County Waste Management Department.
November 29, 2004.

Response 1-1

The commentor states that the information regarding Lamb Canyon Landfill was not current.
In response, the following information about the disposal capacity and allowable acreage for
waste disposal of Lamb Canyon Landfill is hereby updated on pages 5.16-40 and 5.16-41 via
this Final EIR. The changes do not affect any of the conclusions in the EIR.

Lamb Canyon Landfill: The Lamb Canyon Landfill is located between the City
of Beaumont and the City of San Jacinto at 16411 Lamb Canyon Road (State
Route 79). The landfill encompasses approximately 1,088 acres, of which
acres are permitted The landfill is currently
permitted to receive tpd for disposal and has a remaining
disposal capacity of approximately tons as of 2004.
, the landfill received a total tonnage of
tons per day.
approximately 2023. Further landfill expansion
potential also exists on the site.

averaging

Response 1-2

The commentor states that recycling measures focusing on construction and demolition
waste should be included in the EIR. Objective PF-5 and Policies PF-5.1 and PF-5.2 aim to
minimize the amount of waste materials entering landfills by providing recycling and waste
diversion programs. In response to the comment, the following additional implementation
action, incorporated within the project, has been added to this bullet list, which appears on
page 5.16-45 of the EIR:

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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Responses to Comments

LETTER 2
Riverside County Regional Complex
Ril‘L’I'S ide C()llllfl‘ 4080 Lemon Street, 3rd Floor * Riverside, California
,r - ) atl C . s Mailing Address: Post Office Box 12008  Riverside, Cal; ifornia 92502-2208
ransportation {_ommission Phone (951) 787-7141 » Fax (951) 787-7920 * wuww.rcte. org
December 7, 2004 S
,f@&a V=
Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner I
, 2 T ; . I TD7= = angen
City of Riverside, Planning and Building Department L ’ 4
3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor
b . e f“RWFm
Riverside, CA 92522 e &P‘%J‘%IMIW
Subject: Comments to City of Riverside Draft Environmental Impact Report

(DEIR) for General Plan Update
Dear Mr. Aaron:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact

Report (DEIR) for the City of Riverside General Plan Update. The Riverside County

Transportation Commission (RCTC) has the following comments concerning the

General Plan (GP) DEIR:

2-1

1. Page 5-15.1 and Figure 5-32 identify “Key Arterials”. Magnolia and Market
Streets are identified as separate arterials. Shouldn’t they be described as
one combined arterial - Market/Magnolia? Also, shouldn’t La Sierra Avenue;
Martin Luther King Boulevard/14™ Street; Tyler Avenue; and University
Avenue be listed as Key Arterials in the City’s transportation system?

2. In the “Freeways” section on page 5-15.11, a general statement is made:
“Under 2004 conditions, nearly all segments of Freeways within the Planning
Area are operating at LOS “F”. For clarity, it should say that during Peak [o.o
Hours {morning-AM and afternoon-PM) nearly all Freeway segments operate
at LOS “F”. During later evening, nighttime and midday hours; however,
most Freeway segments operate at higher levels of service than LOS “F”.

3. On page 5-15.16 under Regional Transportation Plans, the CMP, RTIP and
CETAP plans are mentioned. The Riverside County Integrated Project (RCIP}

is not referred to. Please include the RCIP designation in addition to or in 2-3
place of CETAP. The RCIP is the umbrella project encompassing CETAP and
other local transportation plans.
4. Pages 5-5.17 and 5-5.18 under Alternative Transportation - Bus, Metrolink
and possible future “High Speed Rail” services are mentioned but the existing 5.4
AMTRAK service to the Downtown Riverside Station is not. Please include
the AMTRAK service in this section’s discussion.
General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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Responses to Comments

Comments to City of Riverside Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR) for
General Plan Update
Page -2-

5. RCTC and the City of Riverside have worked together on many Noise Wall
projects adjacent to State Routes 60/215 and 91(Freeways). As a result of
this work, it appears that it would be appropriate for the City of Riverside to
put a policy in the GP that would restrict new growth or development of
noise/vibration sensitive land uses immediately adjacent to either Freeway or
Rail corridors unless noise and vibration mitigation is also provided. For
example, Objective CCM-1, on page 5-15.41, is titled “Facilitate freeway
and roadway improvements and construction to alleviate congestion and air
pollution”. This sub section could include a policy added under it that would
restrict noise/vibration sensitive uses immediately adjacent to freeway and

2-5
rail corridors or provide for mitigation such as noise walls, buffer zones of
open space, and non-sensitive uses in close proximity to freeways or
railroads. Also, the Mid-County Parkway (MCP) mentioned in the GP is in
the City’s southern sphere of influence near Lake Mathews. The MCP may
ultimately be built as a Freeway and the area immediately adjacent to it on
both sides should have noise sensitive uses restricted from being developed.
If land use controls cannot be applied to restrict noise/vibration sensitive
uses from being constructed adjacent to freeway and rail corridors, then the
developer should be conditioned to provide noise walls or other appropriate
mitigation.
6. The City’s General plan policies promote and support transit and other
alternative modes of transportation. An addition to the policies supporting 2.5
transit could be exclusive bus lanes on major arterials which would promote
faster and easier travel by bus.
This concludes RCTC’'s comments concerning the City of Riverside GP DEIR.
Thank you for your consideration. Should you have any questions or require
additional information, please contact me at (951) 787-7141.
Sincerely,
#

Hideo Sugita, Deputy Executive Director
Riverside County Transportation Commission
cc:  Cathy Bechtel

Bill Hughes, G Quintero and Mike Davis (Bechtel)

Project Files
V:\FILES\Environmental Reviews Non-Project\120204CityRiverside_GeneralPlanComments.doc
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Responses to Comments

2. Hideo Sugita, Deputy Executive Director, Riverside County Transportation
Commission. December 7, 2004.

Response 2-1

The commentor states that certain arterials were not listed as key arterials or were listed
incorrectly in the DEIR. Magnolia Avenue, Market Street, La Sierra Avenue, Martin Luther
King Boulevard/Fourteenth Street, Tyler Avenue, and University Avenue are all shown as
Arterials on Figure 5-39 (Master Plan of Roadways) in the DEIR. Magnolia Avenue/Market
Street is a Multi-Modal Transportation Corridor and can be considered as a continuous
arterial. For clarification, the text on page 5.15-1 is revised as follows:

The City of Riverside’s local street system consists of arterials, collector, and local
streets. The existing functional classification system is shown in Figure 5-32. Key
arterials include Van Buren Boulevard, Arlington Avenue, Trautwein Road, Magnolia
AvenuefMarket Street, lowa Avenue, Central Avenue, La Sierra Avenue, Martin
Luther King Boulevard/Fourteenth Street, Tyler Avenue, University Avenue and
Alessandro Boulevard.

Response 2-2

In response to the comment that the EIR should clarify that most segments of the freeways
traversing Riverside operate at LOS F only during peak hours, the following information is
hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-11. The additional information does not change any
of the conclusions in the EIR.

Under 2004 peak-hour conditions (morning and afternoon), nearly all segments of
freeways within the Planning Area are operating at LOS F, with only some portions
of the I-215 operating at or better than LOS D. Table 5.15-4 below identifies LOS
for freeway segments throughout the Planning Area. LOS F freeway conditions in
the Planning Area indicate that freeway demand exceeds capacity, during peak
hours. These oversubscribed conditions have the potential to contribute to
increased traffic on local streets, as freeway on-ramps back up onto local streets and
local arterials become attractive alternative routes. Van Buren Boulevard and
Alessandro Boulevard in particular are estimated to be used by many through-drivers
seeking to avoid congestion at the 91/215/60 interchange.

Response 2-3

In response to the comment that the EIR should discuss the Riverside County Integrated
Project (RCIP) in addition to the other regional transportation plans mentioned, the
following information is hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-16.

Several regional and subregional transportation plans and programs apply to the City
of Riverside. They include the Riverside County Congestion Management Program
(CMP), the Southern California Association of Governments Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (SCAG/CTP), the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP), the Regional Transportation Plan, and the Riverside County
Community and Environmental Transportation Acceptability process (CETAP) plan, a

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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Responses to Comments

. In addition to
the above transportation planning programs, the Transportation Uniform Mitigation
Fee (TUMF) is a funding source for transportation improvements for participating
cities in western Riverside County.

Response 2-4

In response to the comment that the EIR should discuss Amtrak service in Riverside, the
following information is hereby added to the EIR on page 5.15-21. The additional
information does not change any of the conclusions in the EIR.

Metrolink commuter rail service consists of heavy rail lines into downtown Los
Angeles and Orange County. Metrolink is operated by the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority. Lines serving downtown Los Angeles are Metrolink 91 and
the Riverside Line. Service to Orange County is via the Inland Empire-Orange
County line. All lines stop at the two Metrolink stations in the City of Riverside: one
just east of Downtown and one in La Sierra.

Downtown Metrolink station! As of 2004, the Riverside County Transportation
Commission (RCTC) and Metrolink were cooperatively planning the development of
a new Perris Valley Line, a 22.7-mile extension of the Metrolink 91 line. Longer-term
plans for the railway call for extensions eastward to the City of Hemet. As of 2004,
the precise alignment of the Perris Valley line had not been determined.

In addition to Metrolink, the California High Speed Rail Authority proposes a high-
speed train (HST) system for intercity travel in California between the major
metropolitan centers of Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area in the north,
through the Central Valley, to Los Angeles, Riverside and San Diego in the south.
The HST would carry passengers at speeds in excess of 200 mph on a fully grade-
separated track, with state-of-the-art safety, signaling and automated control systems.
As of 2004, neither funding nor final alignments for this project had been
determined.

Response 2-5

The comment requests that the City include a policy restricting noise- and vibration-sensitive
uses adjacent to freeway and rail corridors, including sensitive land uses adjacent to Mid-
County Parkway (MCP), formerly known as the Ramona Expressway/Cajalco Road. The
Noise Element specifically addresses noise/land use compatibility issues. As noted on pages
5.11-30 through 5.11-32 of the EIR, the Noise Element policy N-2.1 calls for use of the
noise/land use compatibility standards (Figure N-10 in the Noise Element) in land use
decisions, policy N-1.5 states “Avoid locating noise-sensitive land uses in existing and
anticipated noise-impacted areas,” and that policy N-4.1 provides for mitigating features to
be incorporated into roadway design. Additionally, all individual development projects will
be subject to CEQA review, including any uses proposed along the contemplated Mid-
County Parkway. The Land Use Policy Map designates lands in the vicinity of the proposed
route largely as either Agricultural/Rural Residential or Kangaroo Rat Habitat.

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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Response 2-6

The comment suggests that additional policies supporting exclusive bus lanes on major
arterials should be developed to promote more efficient travel by bus. As stated on page
5.15-21 of the EIR, the Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) recently implemented a Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) pilot project in Riverside County to provide a system of fastmoving, high-
occupancy buses. Conceptually, BRT would provide several buses operating just minutes
apart with limited stops and digital kiosks that give passengers up-to-the-minute arrival
information. BRT would add essentially the same efficiently to bus travel that exclusive bus
lanes would without the costs associated with construction and reconfiguration of the
existing roadway network. The General Plan also includes policies promoting Bus Rapid
Transit and expansion of the RTA transit system, as detailed in Policy CCM-9.2 (page 5.15-
60).

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 10 February 2005
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LETTER 3

December 9, 2004 i .

Mr, Craig Aaron

Principal Planner

Planning and Building Department
City of Riverside

3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Riverside
General Plan Update - SCAG No. | 20040794

Dear Mr. Aaron:

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Riverside
General Plan Update to SCAG for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for
regionally significant projects, SCAG reviews the consistency of local plans, projects, and
programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities as a
regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and regulations.
Guidance provided by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project
sponsors to take actions that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

It is recognized that the proposed Project considers the comprehensive update of the City
of Riverside General Plan.

SCAG staff has evaluated the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Riverside
General Plan Update for consistency with the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and
Regional Transportation Plan. The Draft EIR includes a discussion on the proposed Projects’
consistency with SCAG policies and applicable regional plans, which were outlined in our
March 15, 2004 letter on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for this Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR, in Section 5.9: Land Use and Planning and Appendix F: SCAG Policy
Consistency Matrix, cited SCAG policies and addressed the manner in which the proposed
Project is consistent with applicable core policies and supportive of applicable ancillary
policies. The Draft EIR incorporated a side-by-side comparison of SCAG policies with a
discussion of the consistency or support of the applicable poficies with the proposed Project.
This approach to discussing consistency or support of SCAG policies is commendable and we
appreciate vour efforts. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR, we have no
farther comments. A description of the proposed Project was published in the November 16-
30, 2004 Intergovernmental Review Clearinghouse Report for public review and comment.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank you.

) REY M/ SMITH, AICP
Senior Regigndl Planner
Intergovernmental Review

31

City of Riverside
February 2005
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3. Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP, Senior Regional Planner, Intergovernmental Review,
Southern California Association of Governments. December 9, 2004.

Response 3-1
The comment states that the project is consistent with all applicable SCAG policies, the

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and the Regional Transportation Plan. The
comment is acknowledged, and no further response is required.

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 12 February 2005
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weneral VIanager-L nier Engineer RIVERSIDE, CA 92501
951.955.1200

951.788.9965 FAX

RIVERSIDE COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL
AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT

December 20, 2004 DEC 7 » 2004
LETTER 4
Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner
City of Riverside
Planning and Building Department
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor
Riverside, CA 92522
Dear Mr. Aaron: Re:  Notice of Availability of a Dcaft

Program Environmental Impact Report
for the General Plan 2025 Program

This letter is written in response to the Notice of Availability of a Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (DPEIR) for the General Plan 2025 Program. The General Plan 2025 Program will
consist of the adoption and implementation of the following: City of Riverside (City) General Plan
2025; comprehensive revision of the City's zoning code and the rezoning of properties to reflect new
zone names; comprehensive revision of the City's subdivision code; the Citywide Design Guidelines;
and the Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. The City of Riverside is located in western Riverside
County and is bounded on the north by the unincorporated Riverside County communities of
Rubidoux and Jurupa and the City of Colton (San Bernardino County), on the east by Riverside
County and the City of Moreno Valley, on the south by unincorporated communities of Riverside
County and on the west by Riverside County cities of Norco and Corona.

The Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (District) has the following | 4.1
comment regarding the DPEIR:

The City should consider including an exhibit for proposed drainage facilities similar to Figure
5-43 (which shows existing drainage facilities) in the DPEIR. Copies of the District's Master
Drainage Plans (MDPs) for areas within the City can be viewed and downloaded online at
www.floodcontrol.co.riverside.ca.us/mdp.asp. To obtain further information on the MDPs and
the proposed District facilities, contact Art Diaz of the District's Planning Section at
951.955.1345.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Availability and DPEIR. Please forward
any subsequent environmental documents regarding the project to my attention at this office. Any
further questions concerning this letter may be referred to me at 951.955.1233 or Marc Mintz at
951.955.4643.

Very truly yours,
- B '{-1

Ao 6&)\ LAY -~
TERESA TUNG
Senior Civil Engineer

¢: TLMA
Attn: Greg Neal

MAM:mcv
PC\91783

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
February 2005 13 Environmental Impact Report



Responses to Comments

4. Teresa Tung, Senior Civic Engineer, Riverside County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District. December 20, 2004.

Response 4-1

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include an exhibit for proposed drainage facilities
in the Planning Area. As stated in the DEIR on page 5.16-5, local and regional drainage
facilities may have to be expanded or new facilities constructed to accommodate both
existing and planned development. As this is a first-tier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of the
construction of such specific facilities may be properly deferred until plans for such facilities
are developed. The City identifies need drainage facilities improvements in its Capital
Improvement Program and updates the CIP as needed in response to changing conditions.
Since detailed plans for future expansion are not available at this time, an exhibit is not
available to be included in the EIR.

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 14 February 2005
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LETTER 5
COUNTY OF RIVERSIDE
/RN TRANSPORTATION AND

LAND MANAGEMENT AGENCY

Transportation Department Ceprge L, Johwaurs BE

irector of Transportation
N EG
IR E]

|
|

/ DE. o
December 22. 2004 / g 8 |

Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner (—Lla; T |
City of Riverside — Planning and Building Department LU T
3900 Main Street — Third Floor
Riverside, CA 92522

SUBJECT: City of Riverside General Plan 2025 — Circulation Element
Dear Mr. Aaron:

The County of Riverside Transportation Department is please to provide these 5-1
comments in response to your recent notice of availability regarding the City of
Riverside’s new General Plan 2025.

1) We have noted that the Master Plan of Roadways — Figure CCM 4, does not
appear to reflect the outcome of a recent joint City/County planning effort with
respect to roadway alignments in the Woodcrest area. These include the
realignment of McAllister Street to connect to La Sierra Avenue in the vicinity of | 5-2
Dufferin Avenue, and the addition of a new Collector Road from McAllister Street
easterly to Van Buren Boulevard. Such modifications will serve to ease impacts
to the City residents along McAllister Street southerly of Victoria Avenue, and to
Victoria Avenue through the Greenbelt.

2) We would also like to note that Roberts Road, Chicago Avenue and Gentian
Avenue are all considered local streets by the County. Local citizens have been
very concerned and divided with respect to the designation of local residential
streets in this area as Collectors. The roads in this area have all historically
developed with fronting residential uses, and therefore do not have the ability to
serve as adequate Collectors without impacting adjacent residents. We therefore | 5-3
request that the collector designation be removed from these roads, and that
language be added to the General Plan that promotes the use of several local
roads in this area to spread and carry local traffic. This would be consistent with
the recommendation made by the Washington - Alessandro Committee (The
WAQC), established jointly by the City and the County to look at circulation issues

in this area.
4080 Lemon Street, 8th Floor * Riverside, California 92501 ¢ (951) 955-6740
PO. Box 1090 « Riverside, California 92502-1090 » FAX (951) 955-3198
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December 30, 2004

Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner

City of Riverside — Planning and Building Department

RE: City of Riverside General Plan 2025 — Circulation Element
Page 2

3) We also note discrepancies between our two Circulation plans for the area
south of Van Buren Boulevard between Washington Street and Cole Avenue.

The extent of the General Plan designations for Krameria Avenue, Porter Street
and Nandina Avenue are not in agreement. For example, the County’s General
Plan shows that Nandina extends westerly to Washington Street, while the City's
proposed plan terminates it at Wood Street. Nandina is planned to connect to I-
215 via a realignment of Oleander, and is therefore a regionally significant route. | 5-4
Also, we have had a number of discussions with respect to the appropriate plan
designation for Lurin Avenue, which does not currently appear on either the City
or County plan. Much of this area is part of the Alta Cresta Specific Plan and
both the City and County have granted entitiements based upon our respective
plans. Another recommendation of the WAC was that no fronting

developments be permitted on Lurin Avenue to promote its use as a Collector
roadway. It is our hope that we can reach agreement on a Circulation Plan for
the area that satisfies the concerns of both the City and County, and request to
continue working through these issues with the City.

4) Blackburn Road, north of El Sobrante, is shown as a 4-Lane Highway in the
City’s General Plan. Blackburn Road is essentially a Collector Roadway in the
County already built out as 2-Lanes through the Victoria Grove development

between La Sierra and McAllister.

Please see attached for your use and reference the Riverside County Circulation
Plan for the Lake Mathews/Woodcrest Area Plan, which encompasses the City’s
southerly Sphere of Influence. 5.5

In the Highgrove area, the General Plan for the City and County appear to be
generally consistent. The City's General Plan identifies an un-named north-south
Collector roadway (California?) that is not identified on the County’s General
Plan. Although the County’s Genera! Plan does not designate Mt. Vernon
Avenue as a four-lane road, it is being built to that standard in the County
through approved development projects.

The County and the City’s General Plan also appear to be generally consistent in
the Jurupa area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with City | 5.6
staff to resolve the areas of inconsistency between our two plans. Please feel
free to contact Ed Studor, Administrative Manager or myself at (951) 955-6767
to further discuss these comments.

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 16 February 2005



Responses to Comments

December 30, 2004

Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner

City of Riverside — Planning and Building Department

RE: City of Riverside General Plan 2025 - Circulation Element
Page 3

Sirycerely,

Juan C. Perez
Deputy Director of Transportation

GAJ:ES:es
Attachment

cc:  George Johnson
Ed Studor
Greg Neal, TLMA
Supervisor Buster
Attn: Robert Caliva
Supervisor Tavaglione
Aitn: John Field
Supervisor Ashley
Attn: Rick Hoffman

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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5. Juan C. Perez, Deputy Director of Transportation, Transportation Department,
Transportation and Land Management Agency, County of Riverside. December 22, 2004.

Responses 5-1 and 5-2

The work of the Washington Area Committee (WAC) resulted in a series of
recommendations for improving circulation in southeastern Riverside and adjacent
unincorporated Riverside County areas within the City’s sphere of influence. The non-
binding recommendations of this ad hoc committee were forwarded to appropriate City and
County departments for consideration.

As part of the General Plan process, City staff reviewed the recommendations with the
General Plan Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) to determine which ones would be
appropriate for inclusion in the Circulation and Community Mobility Element, based upon
technical input provided by City Public Works staff and land use and environmental
considerations presented by Planning staff. Based on the City’s technical review and policy
direction provided by the CAC, the City prepared the Master Plan of Roadways included in
the Draft General Plan as Figure CCM-4 (Figure5-39 in the EIR). A key consideration was
ensuring consistency with Proposition R and Measure C provisions regarding limiting
additional new traffic within the greenbelt area. The circulation plan presented in Figure
CCM-4 represents a good balance between the City’s circulation and land use policy
objectives.

With regard to McAllister Street, the extension was included in the General Plan traffic
model as noted and is included as part of the City’s Master Plan of Roadways; however, the
road was inadvertently left off Figure CCM-4 in the General Plan and Draft Program EIR.
Figure CCM-4 will be corrected in the final General Plan to show the planned McAllister
Street connection to La Sierra Avenue. Similarly, Barton Road between Grove Community
Drive and Alessandro Boulevard was also inadvertently left off and will be added to CCM-4
as a 66-Foot Collector; it was modeled as a two-lane roadway. As stated in Policy CCM-20
of the Circulation and Community Mobility Element (p. CCM-20), Iris Avenue is recognized
as a Local requiring a link of the two ends and will be added to Figure CCM-4 a 66-Foot
Local. All of these adjustments are consistent with the WAC recommendations.

Response 5-3

As noted in Note 4 on Figure CCM-4 in the Circulation and Community Mobility Element,
Roberts Road is designated as a 66-Foot Local street. As stated in Policy CCM-20 of the
Element (p. CCM-20), Dauchy Avenue is recognized as a Local. Similar language will be
added to address Gentian Avenue and Chicago Avenue consistent with the CAC's and
WAC’s recommendations, and the connections will be shown on Figure CCM-4.

Response 5-4

Please refer to Response 5-1. The City has considered the recommendations of the WAC
and has included those recommendations that appropriately balance Riverside’s mobility
and land use objectives. Specifically with regard to Lurin Avenue, many homes have
recently been constructed to front this roadway, and the City made the determination that
streets such as Roberts and Gentian better meet local circulation needs. The City’s policy is

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 20 February 2005
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to avoid back-up treatment along two-lane roads, and this position has been made clear to
the County in several previous meetings.

Response 5-5

The 1994 General Plan shows Oleander Avenue between La Sierra Avenue and Vista Del
Lago as an 88-Foot Arterial. This was carried over to CCM-4 on the General Plan.
However, this street has since been built in the County as a two-lane local street through
existing developments and is called Blackburn Road. With the addition of McAllister Road,
this is not needed as an arterial street and will be deleted from the General Plan.

This comment does not address an environmental issue nor raise any question regarding the
analysis or conclusions in the EIR. The comment acknowledges general consistency
between the City’s and County’s circulation plans for the Highgrove area.

Response 5-6

This comment does not address an environmental issue nor raise any question regarding the
analysis or conclusions in the EIR. The comment acknowledges general consistency
between the City’s and County’s circulation plans for the Jurupa area.

As a concluding response relative to questions of consistency between City and County
plans for the City’s southern sphere area, the City notes that a key action that the City has
committed to in the General Plan Implementation Plan is to continue to work with the
County to resolve any major City/County differences between land use and circulation
plans in the sphere area to achieve plans that are acceptable to both jurisdictions.

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
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December 27, 2004

L ‘—‘
CITY

City of Riverside Planning Department ARTMENT

ATTN: Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner

3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

RE: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE GENERAL PLAN 2025, ZONING CODE
UPDATE, SUBDIVISION CODE UPDATE, CITYWIDE DESIGN GUIDELINES AND THE
MAGNOLIA AVENUE SPECIFIC PLAN

Dear Mr. Aaron:

Thank you for providing the Riverside County Planning Department the opportunity to review the
above Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), which was reviewed in conjunction
with the City’s proposed Draft General Plan 2025 (hereafter “Project) and associated regulatory
documents. This letter provides County staffs comments on the Draft PEIR and the County
reserves the right to provide further comments on the City’s General Plan, Zoning Code and
Subdivision Code Updates as well as the City’'s Design Guidelines and referenced Specific
Plan.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) encourages the use of tiering environmental
analyses and the preparation of a program EIR is appropriate to address the broader
environmental effects of a long-term planning document such as a general plan. Although the
contents of a program EIR are the same as those required of a project EIR, the analysis in a
program EIR does not require the same level of detail and specificity as a project EIR. Pursuant

to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(b), the preparation of a program EIR can provide the 6-1
following advantages:
1) Provision of a more exhaustive consideration of impacts and alternatives than would be
practical in an individual EIR
2) Focus on cumulative impacts that might be slighted in a case-by-case analysis
3) Avoidance of continual reconsideration of recurring policy issues
4) Consideration of broad policy altematives and programmatic mitigation measures at an
early stage when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with them
5) Reduction of paperwork by encouraging the reuse of data (through tiering}.
The City of Riverside is located in western Riverside County and is bounded on the north by the
unincorporated Riverside County communities of Rubidoux and Jurupa and the City of Colton
(in San Bernardino County), on the east by the City of Moreno Valley, to the south by
Riverside Office * 4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor Indio Office - 82-675 Hwy 111, 2nd Floor Murrieta Office * 39493 Los Alamos Road
P.O. Box 1409, Riverside, California 92502-1409 Room 209, Indio, California 92201 Murrieta, California 92563
{951) 955-3200 - Fax (951) 955-3157 (760) 863-8277 * Fax (760) 863-7555 (951) 600-6170 « Fax (951) 600-6145
General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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City of Riverside
#2004 Riverside GP PEIR
Page 2 of 4

unincorporated communities of Riverside County, and to the west by the cities of Norco and
Corona. As indicated in the Draft PEIR, the Project planning area consists of approximately
93,000 acres, of which about 52,000 acres lie within Riverside City limits. The remaining 41,000
acres include the City's Northern Sphere of Influence and the “near” Southern Sphere of
Influence, which encompasses lands from the City’s southern border to the crest of the Cajalco
Ridge, just south of Cajalco Road.

County Planning staff offers the following comments for your consideration and incorporation
into the Draft PEIR:

1 The proposed General Plan states that the City is in the process of applying to the
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) to reduce the City’s Southern Sphere of
Influence. This significant reduction in the City’s Sphere of Influence needs to be clearly
identified in the Draft PEIR as part of the project description.

2. Under the Project Description, the Draft PEIR discusses the relationship of the
proposed City General Plan with existing local and regional plans. Among the plans
discussed are the County General Plan, Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) for Western Riverside County, the Community and Environmental
Transportation Acceptability Process (CETAP) and the Cities/County Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU).

The MOU is a mutually cooperative agreement in which the cities and the County agree
to adopt certain policies and ordinances that will facilitate coordinated development and
supporting infrastructure necessary for the long-term economic viability of jurisdictions
within the County. Additionally, the County agreed to adopt and implement comparable
development standards to that of the affected city within city spheres of influence. This
includes discussion with city staff prior to approving development projects within a city
sphere that would require rezoning which may be inconsistent with the City’s adopted
general plan. In this MOU, the cities also agreed to adopt a policy that would provide for
joint project review for city projects within one-half mile of the city limit. It should be
noted that although the City has included a majority of its spheres of influence in the
Project planning area and is proposing to apply City proposed land use designations,
the City is under no obligation to annex properties within their sphere at any time, if at
all. Until such time as the City annexes its spheres of influence, the County has
jurisdiction over unincorporated areas.

The County did not agree to be bound by City land use designations or densities, only
that City regulations and development standards would be considered in conjunction
with new development projects. The statement that “the County also agreed that
development projects within a city’s sphere of influence would be reviewed within the
context of the city’s applicable land use regulations and development standards” is
ambiguous, especially when it appears that the City’s proposed land use designations
differ substantially from existing County land use designations.

3.  Approximately 41,000 acres in the Project planning area lie outside the Riverside City
limits and within the unincorporated areas of the County. The City’s proposed land use
designations do not reflect existing land use approvals within the unincorporated areas
that are within the City’s Spheres of Influence. As such, it should be clearly stated that

6-1

6-2

6-3

6-4
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City of Riverside
#2004 Riverside GP PEIR
Page 3 of 4

10.

11.

the Project conflicts with the Riverside County General Plan. Moreover, failure to reflect
existing County approvals, including adopted specific plans, directly impacts land use
planning and indirectly affects population, traffic, noise, air quality and other issues as
well. The lack of recognition of existing development approvals within the County may
result in an underestimate of potential residential build-out, affecting impact analyses of
these issues.

The Draft PEIR does not acknowledge existing land use approvals within jurisdictions
adjacent to the City, including those developments located within San Bernardino
County. New development, which has the potential to impact City infrastructure, should
certainly be considered under the Cumulative Analysis Section of the Draft PEIR.

The average daily trip factors used in the Air Quality Worksheets included as
Appendix C appear to be extremely low in relationship to ITE trip generation standards
utilized in most traffic models. Please include a discussion of how these numbers were
derived.

The City’s use of the Hillside Residential Land Use Designation is intended to be
applied to hillside areas where slopes exceed 15%. It is the County's position that
properties with slopes less than 15% should not be subject to the Hillside Residential
land use designation. The City's Land Use Policy Map should be revised accordingly
and reflect existing County land use approvals.

The application of Proposition R and Measure C to unincorporated areas whose
residents were not permitted to vote on said legislative matters is inappropriate except
as the provisions relate to annexations. The County and its residents are not required to
adhere to Proposition R and Measure C, which were passed by City voters.

Under the discussion of impacts to agricultural lands, the Draft PEIR states, “no land
previously designated for agriculture has been redesignated for another use.” In view of
Comment #3 above, a redesignation of agricultural lands located in unincorporated
areas may be appropriate where projects have existing land use entitlements.

Agricultural preserve information from the County Geographical Information System
deals only with whether land is or has even been in a preserve, not whether a contract
remains in effect or remaining term of contract. The Draft PEIR should discuss that
much of the area is subject to Notice of Nonrenewal, by which affected contracts may
have expired.

The Draft PEIR evaluates Project impacts based on SCAG population growth
projections and anticipates the construction of approximately 38,100 new residential
dwelling units and approximately 39.6 million square feet of commercialf/industrial use.
Staff assumes that the development projections are based on the potential ultimate
build-out of vacant land under the new land use designations within the City and its
spheres of influence as identified above. However, the given development projections
may be based on the difference between existing development and potential build-out
of the Project planning area under the City’s proposed land use designations. The Draft
PEIR should clearly identify what factors were used in making these projections.

It does not appear that the Draft PEIR utilized potential maximum density allowed under
the proposed residential land use designations and possible density bonuses when

6-4

6-5

6-6

6-7

6-8

6-9
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City of Riverside
#2004 Riverside GP PEIR
Page 4 of 4

projecting the development of residential housing under the Project. Within the mixed-
use land use designations, utilizing maximum density allowed under each category and
based on “net’ acreages (as opposed to gross) to calculate possible future
development, the total could potentially be as high as 36,390 dwelling units for these
three designations alone. Dependent on what factors were used to determine ultimate
build-out within the Project planning area and new development projections, the
analyses under Air Quality, Noise and Transportation/Circulation may require revision. 6-12

The proposed General Plan includes a table with the new land use designations and
total net acreages of each designation. It would be appropriate to include this table in
the Draft PEIR and further expand the information to clarify the factors used to arrive at
these projections (i.e., vacant lands vs. the entire Project planning area, maximum
density factors as opposed to average density factors, net acreages vs. gross
acreages, etc.).

12. The proposed mixed-use designations, which will also allow increased density of
residential housing and intensity of land uses, are intended to permit growth focused on
infill areas along the City’s major transportation corridors. The Draft PEIR states that
potential environmental impacts and mitigation to reduce said impacts will be identified 6-13
on a project-by-project basis through subsequent environmental review. In these cases,
use of the infill exemption under CEQA would not be appropriate even if a future project
happens to be consistent with the general plan land use designation since this
environmental document does not adequately address future project impacts nor
provide feasible mitigation.

13.  Under the Alternatives analysis of the Draft PEIR, staff believes that it is appropriate to
consider use of the County’s land use designations and existing land use approvals | 6-14
within the unincorporated areas as a viable alternative since annexation of these areas
is not proposed under the Project nor anticipated in the near future.

The Draft PEIR provides an analysis of the potential environmental impacts of the City's
proposed General Plan. As the General Plan is a policy document, much of the mitigation
measures identified to mitigate potential impacts are policies and may not be effective as
mitigation. The Draft PEIR should clearly identify actions required by the City to make said
policies viable (i.e., resolution, ordinance, etc.). However, to identify such policies as mitigation 6-15
measures for lands within the unincorporated areas is not adequate mitigation since the City
has no jurisdiction to enforce these measures.

Thank you for considering our comments and for the opportunity to review the Draft PEIR for the
City’'s General Plan 2025. If you should have any questions regarding these comments, please
contact Kathleen Browne, Urban Regional Planner llI, at (909) 955-4949.

Sincerely,

RIVERSIDE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Dol s

Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director

YATM2KBROWNEDER Log\RespLirs\#2004 Riverside GP_EIR.doc
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6. Robert C. Johnson, Planning Director, Planning Department, Transportation and
Land Management Agency, County of Riverside. December 27, 2004.

Response 6-1

The comment cites appropriate reasons for preparing a Program EIR. This Program EIR has
been prepared for the Genera Plan program consistent with the objectives cited. The
comment also describes the Project area examined in the Program EIR.

Response 6-2

As noted in the introductory paragraphs of these Responses to Comments, subsequent to
preparation of the Draft Program EIR, the Riverside City Council determined that reduction
of the Sphere of Influence area will not be pursued at this time and specifically as not part of
this Project. Therefore, references to a planned Sphere of Influence reduction are stricken
from the Program EIR.

Response 6-3

The comment correctly notes that until such time the City of Riverside annexes properties
within its Sphere of Influence, Riverside County has jurisdiction over these lands. Also as
noted, the Memorandum of Understanding provides for coordination between the City and
County. As this comment does not address any environmental issue, no further response is
necessary.

Response 6-4

The comment indicates that City land use designations within the Sphere of Influence do
not reflect approved County plans for the area nor recently adopted land use designations,
and that this inconsistency may underreport and analyze incorrectly cumulative Project
impacts.

The City has elected to assign lower intensity land use designations within its Sphere area
than current County plans provide, consistent with overall City objectives for outlying areas.
The thrust of the updated General Plan is to concentrate new development as infill within
the established City framework, applying smart growth principles and reducing greenfields
development, as such a development approach has the ability to reduce overall impacts.
However, the City also recognizes that the County may continue to approve more
conventional subdivision developments within the Sphere and has accounted for this in the
regional SCAG traffic model used for the General Plan EIR. As such, traffic, air quality, and
noise impacts in this area account for County plans.

Response 6-5

As described on page 6-1 of the Draft Program EIR, Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines
allows for the analysis of cumulative project impacts to consider lists of approved and
proposed projects, or programmatic-level regional projections. Given the scope of the
Project and the long-term character of its implementation, the Program EIR incorporates the

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
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latter approach. The regional traffic model accounts for growth within the SCAG region,
which includes adjacent San Bernardino County, and thus accounts for any such traffic
impacts on local infrastructure.

Response 6-6

The air quality analysis in the EIR is based upon the current cumulative trip volumes and
future projected cumulative trip volumes reported in the traffic study (Appendix H of the
Program EIR). The trip generation rates used in the traffic study were drawn from the SCAG
regional model. The URBEMIS program used to calculate air pollutant emissions uses trip
generation default values that frequently require modification to match specific project
scenarios. In this case, to achieve consistency with traffic study projections, the default
values were modified to allow for a match to the cumulative current and future trip
generation estimates presented in the traffic study.

Response 6-7

This comment addresses a land use issue but does raise any question about analysis in the
Draft Program EIR. Thus, no response is necessary.

Response 6-8

This comment addresses a land use issue but does raise any question about analysis in the
Draft Program EIR. Thus, no response is necessary.

Response 6-9

City policy set forth in the General Plan is to continue the low intensity land use
designations within the Sphere. Entitlements granted by the County, until such time
development of entitled sites actually occurs, do not change existing use of such properties,
and such entitlements can expire if not pursued. If properties are developed pursuant to
such entitlements, the City will reexamine land use policy for affected areas.

Response 6-10

As noted, property owners have the option of withdrawing from Williamson Act contracts
by filing a Notice of Nonrenewal. The filing provides the property owner with an additional
ten years of agricultural tax credits, after which the property attains nonagricultural status.
Alternatively, when filing the Notice, a property owner can elect to pay a higher tax rate to
allow for nonagricultural use at a time before the ten years passes. The filings of Notices of
Nonrenewal cited in the comment indicate owners’ possible intentions to cease agricultural
use of properties formerly under Williamson Act contracts. However, such land owners will
continue to be subject to General Plan and zoning regulations applicable to those
properties irrespective of the agricultural preserve status.

Response 6-11

The estimate of current population is based upon State Department of Finance data for the
City (Draft EIR, p. 5.12.-1). The population projections are based upon the land use
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designations in the City’s Draft General Plan, the acres of land within these designations,
and an assumed average household size.

Response 6-12

The build-out projections incorporate both existing development in the Planning Area and
new development that will occur on vacant properties and as sites redevelop over the 20-
year planning period of the General Plan. The maximum allowable densities were not
assumed because many existing developments are not built to these maximums, and
physical and other constraints on other properties will prevent maximums from being
achieved. To assume the maximum densities would grossly overstate existing and potential
future development levels. Instead, the analysis assumes average densities that are based
upon observed past development practices. Table FEIR-1 on the following page presents
the assumptions used to project future development levels.

Response 6-13

As part of its development review process, the City has the discretion to determine whether
a project qualifies for a CEQA Categorical Exemption. The City agrees that the infill
exemption may not be appropriate for any number of mixed-use or infill development
applications filed in the future. The City will examine each application critically to determine
the level of CEQA review required.

Response 6-14

Per Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, the Draft Program EIR examines alternatives
which “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate comparative
merits of the alternatives.” Given that the County’s land use designations for the area allow
for a higher intensity of use than proposed City policy, and given that such higher intensity
would result in greater traffic, air quality, public service (library), and noise impacts than
would the Project, such an alternative would not work to reduce significant impacts of the
Project. Thus, the alternative was not examined in the Draft EIR.

Response 6-15

The comment states that the General Plan policies presented in the Draft Program EIR as
measures that will avoid or reduce impacts are not legally enforceable mitigation measures.
The EIR does not present the policies as measures required to mitigate impacts. Rather, the
analysis indicates that the long-term implementation of policies will avoid impact or ensure a
less than significant impact. This approach reflects the programmatic nature of the Project
and the EIR. Where follow-up policy actions cannot be clearly identified, the EIR includes
mitigation measures. All General Plan policies will be part of the General Plan
Implementation Plan required by State law (Government Code Section 65400), and in the
Implementation Plan, the City will identify for each policy one or more strategies, termed
“tools”, that the City will pursue over the long term to implement that policy. In addition to
identifying the tools, the Implementation Plan will indicate which City agency will be
responsible for effectuating the policy, the funding source and potential cost, and the time
frame to complete action (which could be ongoing over the life of the General Plan). As
part of both the annual budgeting process and annual review of the General Plan, City
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department staff and decision makers - and the public and other public agencies through
the public hearing process - will determine whether particular policies have already been
implemented and which require action over the upcoming year. This process will allow
decision makers and the public to check and ensure implementation on an annual basis.
Given the programmatic nature of the EIR and the long-term time frame for the General
Plan, the policy statements and Implementation Plan serve as effective and appropriate
means of addressing any potential impacts.
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TABLE FEIR-1
PROJECTED LAND USE - GENERAL PLAN
Net Estimated Non-Residential Estimated
Assumptions Acres Dwelling Units / Households Square Feet (Thousands) Population
Maximum Average
DU/Acre FAR DU/Acre FAR City Sphere Total City Sphere Total City Sphere Total City Sphere Total
Residential Land Uses
A/RR Agricultural/Rural Residential 0.20 0.20 5,115 10,080 15,195 1,023 2,016 3,039 0 0 0 2,993 5,898 8,890
HR Hillside Residential 0.63 0.50 4,053 5,474 9,526 2,026 2,737 4,763 0 0 0 5,928 8,006 13,934
SRR Semi-Rural Residential 2.50 1.50 1,273 36 1,309 1,909 54 1,964 0 0 0 5,586 159 5,745
VLDR Very Low Density Residential 2.50 1.50 1,260 3,011 4,271 1,890 4,516 6,406 0 0 0 5,529 13,210 18,739
LDR Low Density Residential 5.00 3 2,414 508 2,921 7,241 1,523 8,764 0 0 0 21,183 4,455 25,637
MDR Medium Density Residential * 6.50 5.5 10,703 474 11,177 58,867 2,609 61,476 0 0 0 172,203 7,632 179,835
MHDR Medium High Density Residential 15.00 12 748 748 8,973 0 8,973 0 0 0 26,248 0 26,248
HDR High Density Residential 25.00 20 823 823 16,470 0 16,470 0 0 0 48,179 0 48,179
VHDR Very High Density Residential 40.00 30 108 108 3,254 0 3,254 0 0 0 9,518 0 9,518
Commercial Land Uses
c Commerecial 0.35 0.25 1,367 221 1,587 0 0 0 14,882 2,402 17,284 0 0 0
CRC Commercial-Regional Center 0.50 0.25 224 0 224 0 0 0 2,442 0 2,442 0 0 0
o) Office 1.00 0.65 368 0 368 0 0 0 10,425 0 10,425 0 0 0
B/OP Business/Office Park 1.50 0.40 4,000 154 4,154 0 0 0 69,693 2,682 72,375 0 0 0
I Industrial 0.60 0.40 392 80 472 0 0 0 6,822 1,398 8,220 0 0 0
Mixed Land Uses
MU-N Mixed Use-Neighborhood 10 1 5 0.35 69 69 103 0 103 736 0 736 302 0 302
MU-V Mixed Use-Village 30 25 20 1.00 513 513 5,132 0 5,132 11,176 0 11,176 15,011 0 15,011
MU-U Mixed Use-Urban 40 4 30 2.00 235 235 4,930 0 4,930 6,136 0 6,136 14,422 0 14,422
Community Amenities and Support
A Agricultural N/A 0 2,404 2,404 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
P Public Park N/A 3,188 1,106 4,204 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PR Private Recreation N/A 719 0 719 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0s Open Space/Natural Resources N/A 1,096 3,011 4,107 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PF Public Facilities and Institutional 1.00 0.20 3,930 28 3,959 0 0 0 34,242 245 34,487 0 0 0
RAT Kangaroo Rat Habitat N/A 0 7,251 7,251 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Downtown Specific Plan
DSP Downtown Specific Plan Various 434 0 434 3,364 0 3,364 4,310 0 4,310 9,841 0 9,841
TOTAL 43,033 33,837 76,870 115,182 13,455 125,273 160,864 6,727 167,590 336,942 39,360 376,302
2003 DOF Estimates 90,511 274,071
% Increase +27% + 23%

* Maximum 8.0 DUs Per Acre Allowed With Planned Residential Development
Assumptions

3.067 Persons Per Household (per DOF 2003)
4.62% Residential Vacancy Rate (per DOF 2003)
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LETTER 7

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

———

E

[

December 28, 2004
g JAa

Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner | l

City of Riverside, Ple(xjnning Departmer{( =
% T ;

3900 Main Street, 3" Floor PLANN

Riverside, California 92522

Subject: Notice of Preparation for a Draft Environmental Impact Report for
City of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan, SCH#
2004021108

Dear Mr. Aaron:

The Department of Conservation's (Department) Division of Qil, Gas, and
Geothermal Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced
project. The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging
and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California.

The proposed project is located beyond the administrative boundaries of
any oil or gas field. There are no oil, gas, or injection wells within the
boundaries of the project. However, if excavation or grading operations
uncovers a previously unrecorded well, the Division district office in
Cypress must be notified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may
require remedial operations.

Building over or in the proximity of plugged and abandoned wells should
be avoided if at all possible. If this is not possible, it may be necessary to
plug or re-plug wells to current Division specifications. Also, the State Oil
and Gas Supervisor is authorized to order the reabandonment of
previously plugged and abandoned wells when construction over or in the
proximity of wells could result in a hazard (Section 3208.1 of the Public
Resources Code). If reabandonment is necessary, the cost of operations
is the responsibility of the owner of the property upon which the structure
will be located. Finally, if construction over an abandoned well is
unavoidable an adequate gas venting system should be placed over the
well.

To ensure proper review of building projects, the Division has published
an informational packet entitled, "Construction Project Site Review and
Well Abandonment Procedure” that outlines the information a project
developer must submit to the Division for review. Developers should
contact the Division's Cypress district office for a copy of the site-review
packet. The local planning department should verify that final building

plans have undergone Division review prior to the start of construction.
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Mr. Craig Aaron, Principal Planner
December 28, 2004
Page 2

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. If you have questions on our comments, or require 7-1
technical assistance or information, please call me at the Cypress district office: 5816
Corporate Avenue, Suite 200, Cypress, CA 80630-4731; phone (714) 816-6847.

Sincerely,

Al it

Paul Frost
Associate Oil & Gas Engineer
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7. Paul Frost, Associate Oil and Gas Engineer, Division of QOil, Gas, and Geothermal
Resources, Department of Conservation, State of California. December 28, 2004.

Response 7-1

The comment states that no oil, gas or injection wells exist within the boundaries of the
Project and if any excavation or grading operations uncover a previously unrecorded well,
the Division of Qil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources should be notified. Because the EIR
addresses the entire City, no “project site” in the usual context in which the Department of
Conservation reviews a proposal exists. Rather, the information is addressed on a citywide
basis.

The Project is the adoption and implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code,
Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These
documents will be used to guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning
Area and do not propose specific development projects. Individual development projects
pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to evaluate if
the conditions at a specific project site pose a threat to human health or the environment in
accordance with the City’s standard CEQA and project review processes.
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LETTER 8

SAN GORGONIO CHAPTER

4079 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501 (951) 684-6203
Membership/Outings (951) 686-6112  Fax (951) 684-6172

Regional Groups Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties: Big Bear,
Los Serranos, Majave, Moreno Valley, Mountains, Tahquitz.

" FOUNDED 1892

December 30, 2004

Craig Aaron
Principal Planmer
City of Riverside
3900 Main Street
Riverside, CA 92522

RE: GENERAL PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMMENTS

Dear Mr. Aaron:

We appreciate this opportunity to express a few concerns regarding the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIS). We, however, do not appear to be on your contact list for projects and
hope this to be the last such oversight, 8-1

The Sierra Club is very concerned about the City’s plan to expand towards Lake Elsinore. This
simply appears to be an effort to have the proposed new “Midcounty Parkway” within the City.

The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS) will be inadequate unless it analyzes the
difference on impacts to the Lake Matthews Stevens Kangaroo Rat (SKR) /Multispecies Reservi
between the surrounding lands in the City and in the County. Because the City has done a very

poor job of using the tens of thousands of dollars set aside for the Sycamore Canyon Park SKR e
Reserve, the FEIR must show how the General Plan will benefit the management of both SKR
Reserves.

The arroyos in our City are an important resource for both open space and habitat/linkages. The 83

FEIR will be inadequate unless any proposed projects are fully analyzed with special emphasis
on cumulative impacts on biological resources.

The FEIR must ensure Environmental Justice, which includes maintaining the integrity of Casa
Blanca. How will the General Plan impact this special area of Riverside? After build out, how
will you insure it will serve the same purpose it does today? Are there any roadways/”parkways' 8-4
which could impact or split this community? What would be the growth-inducing and/or
cumulative impacts of such projects?

A major concern of Riverside County residents during public hearings on the Riverside County
General Plan was maintaining separation between communities/cities. How will the proposed 8-5
General Plan foster this separation between Riverside and the cities of Perris and Corana? Since

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 34 February 2005



Responses to Comments

the Southern California Association of Governments is concerned about the City maintaining
lands devoted to agriculture, how will this General Plan accomplish no net loss? What will the 8-6
loss actually be if you include the proposed expansion of the city limits — at build out?

How will the City maintain a level of service of C or D at peak times? What street/
transportation modifications and requirements will be implemented to accommodate the
proposed higher density — especially in downtown areas? What will the Level Of Service (LOS 8-7
be during the peak traffic times at build out within two miles of each firestation and emergency
room? All of the circulation maps need to have all schools, firestations and emergency rooms
clearly marked. What has been done to keep major transportation corridors away from children
and schools — such as Alcott Elementary and Poly High School? What will the impacts be fron || 8-8
PM 10 and PM 2.5 on the school children? Which schools will suffer the greatest impact? All
schools should be listed in order of impacts now and at the General Plan build out. What
inconsistencies exist between the road improvements listed under Measure A passed by
Riverside County voters and the proposed General Plan Ciggylation Element? The FEIR will bt
inadequate unless these differences are all listed. The gro iducing and cumulative impacts
caused by these differences represented by Measure A improvem‘én%ust be fully analyzed, or J 8-9
the FEIR will be considered inadequate.

Please notify the Sierra Club of all future meetings in a timely manner. Hard copies of all futur
documents should be provided to us so that we can easily understand your charts and maps.

Sincerely,
D 1y LOC (A
¢

Terry Wold
Conservation Program Coordinator

Drintard an Danenlnd Nan.o
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8. Terry Wold, Conservation Program Coordinator, Sierra Club, San Gorgonio
Chapter. December 30, 2004.

Response 8-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response. However, the
comment suggests that the Midcounty Parkway project is proposed by the City of Riverside
when, in fact, it is being studied by the Riverside County Transportation Commission
(RCTC), the agency responsible for transportation planning in Riverside County and the
administrator of Measure A, Riverside County’s 0.5¢ sales tax for transportation. The
Midcounty Parkway is a proposed 32-mile east-west limited access route for western
Riverside County to relieve congestion, improve safety and help address future traffic
demands. The route will connect the San Jacinto area with the Corona area. Since no
specific route has been selected for the Midcounty Parkway, the extent of impact specific to
the City of Riverside is not known. However, the City’s General Plan and the analysis in the
EIR assume future existence of the roadway, and in particular, the traffic analysis accounts
for this roadway as an arterial or higher classification roadway at a location approximate to
current Cajalco Road.

Per the commentor’s request, the commentor will be placed on the Project’s distribution list
for future meetings.

Response 8-2

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze the Project’s impacts to the Lake Matthews
Stevens Kangaroo Rat Multi-species Reserve and surrounding lands in the Planning Area in
comparison with impacts in the County. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.9-19, the Lake
Mathews Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) area is proposed to be
expanded, and a constrained linkage is proposed to connect the Lake Mathews core to an
existing channel located west of the I-15 corridor, which will provide a through linkage to
the Santa Ana River core area, as designated in the City’s General Plan Land Use Element.
The Sycamore Canyon Park area of the MSHCP is designated as Public Park, and the
MSHCP core area around Lake Mathews is designated for Kangaroo Rat Habitat and
Agricultural/Rural Residential land uses (Figure 5-17) to preserve their biological value and
serve as a management tool to maintain the land.

Objectives and policies in the General Plan establish protections in these conservation
areas, as stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.4-26. Specifically, Policy OS-5.3 contributes to
the protection of this critical resource area by requiring the City to implement the following:

“Continue to participate in the Steven’s Kangaroo Rat (SKR) Habitat Conservation Plan
including collection of mitigation fees and operation of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park
as an SKR reserve.”

Policy OS-6.4 also promotes the preservation of Sycamore Canyon Wilderness Park through
implementation of the following:
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“Continue with efforts to establish wildlife movement corridor between Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park and the Box Springs Mountain Regional Park as shown on the MSHCP.
New developments in the area shall be conditioned to provide for the corridor and Caltrans
shall be encouraged to provide an underpass to the 60/215 Freeway.”

The Project will not interfere with nor hinder the preservation of either the Lake Matthews
or Sycamore Canyon Wildlife Park preservations areas. Additionally, impacts associated
with individual development projects will be assessed on a project-by-project basis in
accordance with CEQA provisions (p. 5.4-26

The City is committed to longterm preservation of sensitive habitats and species, as
demonstrated in its participation in the MSHCP and statement of objectives and policies in
the General Plan.

Response 8-3

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze any proposed project for cumulative
impacts on biological resources and impacts to the City’s arroyos. Objectives and policies
in the General Plan establish protections for arroyo areas. Policy OS-6.3 preserves the
integrity of Riverside’s arroyos and riparian habitat areas (page 5.9-20), and Policy LU-7.3
requires natural open space easements in conjunction with new development in hillside and
arroyo areas (page 5.9-21). These specific policies directly protect the arroyos in the City.
Also, the Land Use Policy Map designates the arroyos as open space resources to be
protected when development proposals are put forward that affect these resources.

Proposition R and Measure C apply to the greenbelt area that encompass key arroyos, and
implementation of zoning and grading regulations adopted pursuant to these voter-initiated
measures work to protect the arroyos on a comprehensive basis.

As stated in Section 6.0, Analysis of Long-Term Effects, the General Plan Land Use and
Urban Design Element and Open Space and Conservation Element include numerous
objectives and policies designed to reduce impacts on biological resources over the long
term. With adherence to and implementation of General Plan policies, the Project’s
cumulative biological resources impacts will be less than significant (page 6-5). Additionally,
the cumulative impact of individual development projects upon biological resources will be
assessed on a project-by-project basis per CEQA requirements.

Response 8-4

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze environmental justice impacts associated
with implementation of the General Plan on the community of Casa Blanca and whether
roadways split the community. Although not specifically stated, the inference is that any
extension of Overlook Parkway and associated connections to SR-91 should respect this
neighborhood.

The General Plan indicates that the Overlook Parkway extension and associated
connections will be subject to a specific plan study to ensure that the improvements
balance the City’s circulation goals with other goals to respect the integrity of
neighborhoods. These considerations will be applied in such future study to ensure that the
Casa Blanca neighborhood is not inequitably impacted. Policies in the General Plan specific
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to the Casa Blanca neighborhood recognize its historic significance to Riverside as a whole
and the Latino community in particular.

Response 8-5

The commentor is concerned that the General Plan encourages the separation between
Riverside and the adjacent cities of Perris and Corona. Specific ideas in this regard are not
stated. No policies in the General Plan address this issue in any manner. Generally, policies
encourage cooperation with surrounding jurisdictions to address regional concerns,
especially traffic. The comment does not raise any specific concern regarding analysis in the
EIR with respect to this issue.

Response 8-6

The comment questions how the City plans to maintain agricultural lands with no net loss in
acreage. As stated in the Draft EIR on page 5.2-5, the Project will not directly convert
Farmland to non-agricultural use, even though it is possible that development of dwelling
units and non-residential areas may indirectly impact agricultural areas. Both the General
Plan and the Zoning Code retain Agricultural land use designations, and no land previously
designated for agriculture has been redesignated for an alternative use. Consistent with
voter-approved Proposition R and Measure C, policies maintain large-acreage uses in the
greenbelt area and near southern sphere. To prevent indirect impacts on agricultural
resources, the Project includes policies and tools that will retain, protect, and encourage
agricultural land use with no direct loss of agricultural land.

Response 8-7

The comment questions how the City will maintain acceptable levels of service at peak
times and asks which transportation system modifications will be implemented to
accommodate population growth. As stated in page 5.15-62, Project implementation will
facilitate new growth that will generate additional roadway traffic. The Draft EIR shows that
several roadway segments, including roadways in the downtown area, are projected to
operate at LOS E or F at Project buildout, as shown in Figure 5-40 (2025 Volume to
Capacity Ratio) on page 5.15-35. The Project assumed a series of roadway widenings,
intersection improvements, and other measures deemed reasonably foreseeable within the
life of the Project to address long-term impacts. Even with all of these long-term
improvements, several roadway linkages will operate at unacceptable levels of service at
Project buildout.

To address impacts to these roadway linkages, mitigation measure T-1 is required, which
requires the City to monitor traffic levels on a continual basis and to identify any potential
additional intersection and roadway improvements that would improve localized LOS. The
measure requires the City to implement all such improvement deemed feasible.
Additionally, the Circulation and Community Mobility Element makes the following
statement regarding LOS:

The City will strive to maintain LOS D or better on arterial streets wherever possible.
At some key locations, such as City arterial roadways which are used as a freeway
bypass by regional through traffic and at heavily traveled freeway interchanges, LOS
E may be acceptable as determined on a case-by-case basis. Locations that may
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warrant the LOS E standard include portions of Arlington Avenue/Alessandro
Boulevard, Van Buren Boulevard throughout the City, portions of La Sierra Avenue
and selected freeway interchanges (p. 5.15-37 of Draft EIR and p. CCM-13 of
General Plan).

The comment also suggests that the Draft EIR include circulation maps indicating the levels
of service during peak hours for all transportation corridors within two miles of fire stations
and emergency rooms. Further, the comment requests that an exhibit be included to show
all transportation corridors within two miles of all schools, fire stations, and emergency
rooms in the Planning Area. The levels of service for all major roadway segments in the
Planning Area are shown on Figure 5-38 (2025 Intersection Peak Hour Conditions) on page
5-15-25 and Figure 5-40 (2025 Volume to Capacity Ratio) on page 5.15-35. The information
requested in the comment can be inferred from materials presented in the EIR.

Response 8-8

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR analyze air quality impacts from PM,, and PM,
exposure on school children within the Planning Area. As stated on page 5.3-7 in Section
5.3, Air Quality, children are included in a group of receptors that are most sensitive to PM;,
emissions. School hours are typically between the morning and afternoon peak-hour traffic
conditions, thereby lessening traffic and PM,, and PM,; impacts on school children.
Additionally, with implementation of the identified policies in the General Plan Air Quality
Element and mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-7, particulate matter air quality impacts
will be substantially lessened. However, the degree to which these measures will reduce
PM,, emissions cannot be quantified. As stated on page 5.3-26 of the Draft EIR, air
pollutants levels of PM,, are expected to continue to exceed the SCAQMD threshold
criteria for significance. Impact associated with PM,, emissions is significant and
unavoidable, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared. By adopting
the Statement, the City Council has determined that these impacts were acceptable because
of specific overriding considerations.

As growth occurs throughout the Planning Area, individual development projects will be
constructed to accommodate both existing and planned development. As this is a first-tier,
Program EIR, CEQA analysis of air quality impacts of major construction projects, including
roadway improvements adjacent to schools, may be properly deferred until plans for such
specific facilities are developed.

Response 8-9

The comment suggests that any inconsistencies with the Circulation and Community
Mobility Element of the General Plan and Riverside County’s Measure A improvements be
analyzed in the Final EIR. Since Measure A was adopted by voters, the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element takes into account all of Measure A planned traffic
improvements. No inconsistencies result from implementation of the General Plan.
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LETTER &

December 30, 2004
To: Ms. Diane L. Jenkins

Re: Comments to City of Riverside General Plan Draft EIR, RCTC Measure A, and
Central Avenue near Sierra Middle School

1 appreciate this opportunity to express my concerns and to convey some concemns of over 1,000 parents
of Sierra Middle School Students. While it appears the Propased Circulation element of the General Plan
is maintaining four lanes and an 88-foot ROW, we are concerned that the “new Measure A" has other
visions, ones which must have been supported by the City of Riverside,

Although Sierra is a two-year school, and the children of parents who signed this petition will probably be
out of college before improvements are even begun, we feel we must speak for the children of the
future. Their health and safety is as important as that of today's students.

Because the General Plan indicates a ROW of at least 100 feet from Alessandro Blvd. to Highway 91 (and
actually to the Plaza), it cause us great concern — concern which seems to be validated by the attached
flyer from RCTC about the Central Avenue Arterial and the plan for future improvement.

I believe the final EIR will be inadequate unless all schools, public and private, are easily recognized on
all circulation and hazard maps. I also believe PM 2.5 and PM 10 emissions impacts on children at
schools need to be fully analyzed for the ultimate build-out of the General Plan. The Final EIR will be
considered inadequate unless it shows how the impact of PM 2.5 and PM 10 on children is lessened by
restricting vehicles exceeding 10,000 pounds except for deliveries on roadways within 1,000 feet of
schools. Even the State of California has begun to recognize the heaith hazards to children that are
caused by siting schools too close to arterials and freeways.

We support Central Avenue maintaining its present designation, but we realize that this will ultirmateky
change unless the City becomes proactive in rescinding RCTC's designation for future improvements to
Central Avenue. This should not be left to a future City Council and Planning Commission, but should be
taken up in 2005,

Please keep me informed of future documents and rmeetings regarding the General Plan by contacting me
at the address below. Also keep me informed of your efforts with RCTC to have Central Avenue removed

from its list of planned improved arterials.
Sincerely,

’Zg:fdzy_ﬁ LoFfece /

George Hague e
4950 Central Avenue | U -'”I___v_ b
Riverside, California 92504 | l

21
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With a rich 120-year history, Riverside has evolved through the years from a quiet ‘
agricultural area into a dynamic, active city and a center of higher education, technolcgy,
commerce, law, finance and culture.

The city’s transportation system features the 60, 91 and 215 freeways and many regional
arterial streets such as Van Buren and Alessandro Boulevards. A range of transportation
pro]ects that serve your community's interests are included in the New Measure A:

Highways and Arterials
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Route 91 — new lane in each direction from Pierce Street in Riverside to the
Orange Gounty line.

1-215 — two new lanes in each direction from the 60/81/1- 215 interchange to the

San Bernardino Coun‘ty iine.

Route 71 — wuden ‘Lc three lanes in each direction from Floute 91 to the
San Eernardmo County line.

I- 151'91 Interc:hange — new northbound 1-15 to westbounci 91 connector ramp.
91 f71 Interchange — nmprove traffic flow between Rautes 91 and 71.

Aiessandm Eoulevard — Wlden or 1mprove operations from 1-215 to Central Avenue _

'f";FCEﬂtrai Avenue ~ widen or mprnve cuperatlons from Alessandra Boulevard to
i Van Buren Boulevard. - .

Arlnngmn Avenue — W|den or improve operahons from Central Avenue to
Van Buren Bouievard.

Van Buren Boulevard — widen or improve
operations from 1-215 to Route 60.

New Measure A <
Completed by 2039 ‘ =
FreewaysHignways 2]
Major Arterials 1
Commuter Rail - = f
Interchange v i
Local Street and e

FRoad Improvements
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9. George Hague, Resident. December 30, 2004.

This letter included a petition, which is included as part of this Volume Ill in Appendix B.
Response 9-1

These comments reflect the opinion of the commentor and require no direct response.
Response 9-2

The comment suggests that the Final EIR analyze air quality impacts from PM,, and PM,
exposure on school children in the Planning Area. As stated in Response 5-8, school hours
outside of peak traffic conditions and implementation of the identified policies in the
General Plan Air Quality Element and mitigation measures AQ-1 through AQ-7 result in the
reduction of particulate matter air quality impacts.

With regard to the comment that the City restrict all vehicles exceeding 10,000 pounds,
except for trucks making deliveries, on roadways within 1,000 feet of schools, the City notes
that it has designated truck routes that focus truck traffic on Arterials. Such routes largely
avoid schools. Also, trucks of this size generally service industrial areas, which General Plan
land use policy groups into clusters largely separate from residential neighborhoods and the
schools that serve them.

The comment also suggests that the Final EIR include an exhibit showing all schools on
every circulation and hazard map for the Project. The General Plan includes adequate
policies to address land use compatibility concerns, and the City does not believe that the
maps requested will provide any additional policy direction for land use planning purposes.

Response 9-3

The comment suggests that the City maintain Central Avenue’s present roadway
classification and deny the RCTC’s plan for future improvements to Central Avenue. The
improvements planned for Central Avenue are proposed because the roadway is currently
experiencing traffic delays. The Master Plan of Roadways provides for Central Avenue
between |-215 and Chicago Avenue to terminate at Chicago Avenue; not extension via
Fairview Avenue is planned. Any future widening of Central Avenue from Alessandro
Boulevard north - within existing right-of-way - will help alleviate traffic congestion, thereby
decreasing the amount of pollution experienced along Central Avenue.

As stated in Response 5-1, the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the
agency responsible for transportation planning in Riverside County and the administrator of
Measure A. The City of Riverside will work with the RCTC once final plans are initiated.
Further, the final scope and project limits of all improvements proposed under Measure A,
including improvements to Central Avenue, will be determined through noticed public
hearings, environmental clearance process, and agreement with affected agencies.' As this

! Riverside County Transportation Commission. Transportation Expenditure Plan and Retail Transaction and Use
Tax Ordinance No. 02-001, http://www.rctc.org/measureA/pdf/2002MeasureA.pdf.
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is a firsttier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of any Central Avenue improvements may be
properly deferred until plans for the facility are developed by RCTC.

Response 9-4

Per the commentor’s request, the commentor will be placed on the Project’s distribution list
for future meetings. No other response is required.
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LETTER 10

January 3, 2005 Uy JAN -3 200
To: Craig Aaron, Principal Planner |

City of Riverside, Planning and Building Department
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

From: Friends of Riverside’s Hills

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report (“DEIR”) for the
General Plan 2025 Program (the “Project”) for the City of Riverside

The Project represents a major effort encompassing many changes, some of them
commendable, to the City’s current General Plan, and Zoning and Subdivision Codes.
However, some of the proposed changes have negative environmental impacts which
need to be analyzed and avoided or mitigated. We refer in particular to changes in the
Zoning Code, such as those allowing flag lots and weakening conditions on density for
PRD:s in the RC zone, which constitute amendments to the voter-passed Measures R and
C, and thus are illegal without a vote of the people, as well as having negative 10-1
environmental impact. In addition, the DEIR is deficient in other respects, including
failure to consider appropriate alternatives, failure to adequately analyze negative
impacts, and failure to propose adequate mitigation measures some of which are readily
available. The comments below are comments for the environmental review of all aspects
of the Project, including the proposed new Zoning and other Codes. In various places
statements are made to the effect that the General Plan policies or other recommendations
relied upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures;
similar wording is meant to apply to other comments made below, even in cases where it
is not explicitly stated.

DEIR Section 5.1 Scenic Vistas

The DEIR relies upon General Plan policies to mitigate scenic impacts. These policies 10-2
are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in the EIR should
be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 5.2 Agricultural Resources

The DEIR relies upon General Plan policies to mitigate agricultural resource impacts. 10-3
These policies are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 5.3 Air Quality

p-5.3-13
“SCAQMD Regulations
Fugitive Dust: Rule 403 is an existing AQMD regulation that requires watering
and other actions to reduce the amount of fugitive dust particles released into the | 10-1
air due to grading, construction, demolition and other activities.”
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AQMD Rule 403, as amended in April, 2004, prohibits (except in certain exceptional
circumstances) the use of disking for weed abatement for fire control purposes, and
instead allows mowing provided that 3 inches of vegetation are left standing. (Even in the
exceptional circumstances when disking is allowed, the land must be watered during and
frequently after the disking, which is prohibitively expensive.) The City has been
breaking this law, and encouraging private citizens to do so: in its maintenance of
undeveloped parks it continues to disk (as at Mt. Vernon park; Islander Park is a recent
exception because of neighborhood protest, but even there the mowing is too low,
scraping the ground), and it continues to have its contractors disk land for weed
abatement that the owners have not cleared. Moreover, its weed abatement notices fail to
inform landowners of the present law that effectively bans disking. The City can help
with air quality PM10 mitigation by itself following AQMD Rule 403 and seeing that
those doing weed abatement also abide by Rule 403. Moreover, by discouraging disking,
the City would also discourage illegal grading (often on environmentally sensitive sites)
done in the guise of weed abatement for fire control, which has been a problem in the
City.

The City should adopt the following mitigation meaures:

¢ Disking for fire control is prohibited. Fire control shall only be accomplished by
mowing, to a minimum height of three inches.

¢ Any notification to property owners of the need for weed abatement shall contain
a notice of the no disking requirement.

¢ Any property on which illegal disking has occurred shall be required to re-seed
with native vegetation within 30 days after disking and shall be required to water
until the native vegetation has been adequately reestablished.

e Any property on which illegal grading has occurred shall be required to re-seed
with native vegetation within 30 days after grading and shall be required to water
until the native vegetation has been adequately reestablished.

e The City and all of its departments shall conduct week abatement only by moving
to a minimum height of three inches.

e The City shall establish fines for violation of the no disking requirement of not
less than $500.00 for the first offense and not less than $1,000.00 for each
subsequent offense. Any willful violation, defined as disking after receiving
notice of the anti-disking requirements shall be subject to a minimum fine of
$5,000.00.

e The City shall establish fines for illegal grading of not less than $500.00 per acre
for the first offense and not less than $1,000.00 per acre for each subsequent
offense.

Other Air Quality mitigation measures that should be adopted include:

¢ All warehouses of over 90,000 square feet of gross area shall provide electrical
hookups at the loading docks so that refrigerated tractor trailer units can hook up
to electrical power and shut down diesel powered units.

s All proposed warehouse facilities of over 90,000 square feet shall conduct a toxic
air contaminates study for diesel emissions of the project and the project
combined with all cumulative projects, prior to acceptance of the application as
being complete.

10-4

10-5
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* All proposed projects that are expected to employ more than 100 persons shall be
required to submit a Trip Reduction Plan prior to the application being deemed to
be complete. 10-6
All development projects shall be required to mitigate a minimum of 80% of
PM; construction emissions.

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate air quality impacts.
These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in 10-7
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 5.4 Biological Resources

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate biological resource 10-8
impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied
upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

In addition, the following mitigation measures should be adopted:

» For any project on property with an identified blue line stream, a wetlands
delineation study must be reviewed and approved by the applicable resource
agency prior to deeming the application for a development project complete.

* Any development proposal for over five acres in size shall provide a detailed 10-9
biological assessment including an assessment of all biological resources,
including habitat and potential wildlife corridors, that identifies all rare,
threatened and endangered species as well as all species of special concern and all
rare plant materials and including mitigation proposals prior to the application
being deemed to be complete.

* Development, including associated grading, shall not be permitted within the
arroyos and tributaries identified in accordance with Measures R and C, nor 10-10
within 50 foot setbacks from said arroyos and tributaries.

DEIR Section 5.5 Cultural Resources
The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate cultural resource 10-11
impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied
upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 5.6 Geology- Soils
The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate geology, soils impacts.

These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in 10-12
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.
In addition, the following mitigation measure should be adopted.
10-13
e The City shall require applicants to submit a site specific slope analysis
3
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identifying the following ranges: 0-25%, 25-50%, and greater than 50%

. . . 10-13

¢ The City shall consider areas with slopes of 25% or over as unsuitable for types of
development which require extensive grading or land disturbance.

DEIR Section 5.7 Hazards and Hazardous materials

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Hazards and Hazardous
materials impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan 10-14
policies relied upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation
measures.

DEIR Section 5.8 Hydrology- Water Quality

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Hydrology- Water
Quality impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan 10-15
policies relied upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation
measures.

DEIR Section 5.9 Land Use and Planning

Section 5.9 of the DEIR focuses on direct land use impacts, which as it states includes
interference with other land use plans. We note that Measures R and C are environmental
policies and land use plans. Referring to the City’s land use plans and policies, Measure
R says “These plans and policies also destroy the City’s remaining citrus groves,
agricultural land, natural resources and historic Victoria Avenue. Our hills, ridgelines,
arroyos and watersheds are being bulldozed. All these are priceless and irreplaceable
civic amenities which enhance the quality of life and which we wish to preserve for
ourselves and future generations.” The voter passed measure then states specific
provisions that affect the RA and RC zones. The measure further stated that “These
provisions are minimum requirements for the promotion of the public health, safety and
general welfare. This ordinance may be amended by a two-thirds affirmative vote of the
City Council only to further its purposes.” Measure C was passed by the voters in 1987
(and states that “Proposition R” means “Measure R”). Section 4 of Measure C, titled
“Amendment to Proposition R to Correct City Abuse of Proposition R”, incorporates 10-16
Proposition R by reference, and provides that “This ordinance [thus including all
provisions of Measures R and C] may be amended or repealed only by a vote of the
people.” We will provide lengthy details below on how certain provisions of the proposed
Zoning Code violate Measure R.

The DEIR, at p. 5.9-13 states
“for the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact will occur if implementation of
the General Plan will: ...Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy or
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; or Conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan.”
Since (as we will show below) the Project conflicts with Measures R and C, which are
applicable land use plans, policies and regulations of an agency (namely the City itself)
with jurisdiction over the project, and since Measures R and C were adopted for the
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purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, and to conserve habitat, and
since these Zoning Code changes are at the programmatic level, this constitutes a
significant environmental impact, which must be analyzed. This impact can be avoided
by changing certain provisions of the proposed Zoning Code (“part of the project
analyzed in this EIR” — p. 5.9-21) noted below. Before discussing this, we will continue
going through other aspects of the DEIR in roughly the order presented there.

p. 5.9-14 (also at p. 5.15-41) Objective CCM-7: Minimize or eliminate cut- 10-16
through traffic within Riverside’s residential neighborhoods.
If the City is serious about this, it will climinate the Overlook Parkway extension across
the Alessandro Arroyo from the General Plan. See also further comments on this below:.

p- 5.9-20 Objective OS-6: Preserve and maintain wildlife movement corridors.
Springbrook Wash (connecting the Box Springs Mountains to the Santa Ana River,
mentioned on p. 5.9-21) and the City’s other major arroyos should be added to the list
given here,

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Land Use impacts.
These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

10-17

DEIR Section 5.10 Mineral Resources
The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Mineral Resource 10-18
impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied
upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

DEIR Section 5.11 Noise
The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Noise impacts. These 10-19
measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in the
EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures,

The following additional mitigation measures should be incorporated:

All commercial or industrial development projects of five acres or more and
residential development projects of twenty units or more shall submit a construction|
noise reduction plan prior to the application being deemed to be complete. The
Construction Noise Reduction Plan shall identify the methods to be used to ensure
that city noise standards are not exceeded during construction along with 10-20
calculations to support the conclusions.

All commercial or industrial projects of five acres or more shall conduct an
acoustical analysis to identify the impact of the project. This analysis shall be
submitted prior to the application being deemed complete. The analysis shall
identify the individual and cumulative impacts of the project. All individual and
cumulative impacts shall be fully mitigated by the construction of sound walls
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and/or the contribution of “fair share” fees adequate to compensate for all impacts | 10-20
to nearby properties.

Section 5.12 Population and Housing

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Population and housing || 10-21
impacts. These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied
upon in the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

This Section states
“The Zoning Code and Subdivision Code essentially serve as implementing
instruments of the General Plan; they will not directly or indirectly induce
population growth.”
As we shall see below, this statement is false. In particular, by relaxing the presently 10-22
stringent conditions for benchmark and bonus densities for PRDs (in all residential
zones), the changes allow and indeed give incentives for substantially greater densities,
thus inducing substantial population growth in many areas, which (p.5.12-3)isa
significant impact. These are changes at the programmatic level that must be analyzed
and mitigated.

p-5.12-4
“Objective LU-8: Emphasize smart growth principles through all steps of the land
development process.”
The DEIR at several places claims that the Project incorporates “smart growth”
principles. But a basic principle of “smart growth” is to have more compact development | 10-23
in some places in order to have more open space (and other environmental amenities)
outside the more compact development areas. However, this project is lacking in the
creation of open space. The issue of creating more open space, in return for allowing
higher densities, needs to be addressed. This must be part of the mitigation for the
impact of creating (at the programmatic level) higher population densities.

Section 5.13 Public Services

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Public Service impacts. | 10-24
These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

p. 5.13-10, 16:

Of the two school districts in the City, for RUSD,
“During the 2003-04 school year, 17 of the District’s 30 elementary schools, 4 of
the 5 middle schools, and 5 of the 6 high schools operated with enrollments

exceeding capacity Elementary enrollment exceeded capacity by 140 students, L
while middle school capacity was exceeded by 1,103, and high schools were
overenrolled by 1,341 students. Overall, RUSD schools educated 2,584 more
students than the facilities were designed to handle.”
while for the Alvord district,
6
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“With the exception of one school (Villegas Middle School), Alvord Unified
School District school capacity currently exceeds enrollment for schools serving
the Planning Area.6”

The DEIR (p. 5.13-17) states
“With the projected increase in population and new development, new or
expanded education facilities will be required to adequately accommodate new
students. This is a potentially significant impact. ... Table 5.13-3 indicates that
the Project could generate approximately 27,000 new students through buildout
who will attend either Riverside or Alvord Unified School District schools. When
analyzed by education level, the Project will result in approximately 14,000 new
elementary school students, 4,000 middle school students, and 8,000 high school
students over the 20-year buildout period of the General Plan.”

It is obvious that the population growth envisaged by the Project will make the school
overcrowding much worse, and that the minimal development fees allowed by State law
will not be adequate. The DEIR claims that no measures to improve the situation can be | 10-25
imposed, because of the State Government Code Section 65995. However, State
Government Code Section Section 65997 states
“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a public agency may deny or
refuse to approve a legislative act involving, but not limited to, the planning, use,
or development of real property, on the basis that school facilities are inadequate,
except that a public agency may not require the payment or satisfaction of a fee,
charge, dedication, or other financial requirement in excess of that levied or
imposed pursuant to Section 65995 and, if applicable, any amounts specified in
Sections 65995.5 or 65995.7.”

Thus the City needs to, and is permitted to, come up with some solution to the problem
other than increasing developer fees, perhaps through the General Fund or by limiting
residential development (as a largely bedroom community, the City already has more
than its share of such development). The City manages to adequately fund its police and
fire services. Surely it should and can do as much for its schools, and (considered next)
its libraries.

The following mitigation measure should be adopted:

e For any residential project for which a General Plan amendment or Specific Plan
is required, the project applicant shall submit an analysis of the impacts of the
project on schools. The analysis shall include the existing capacity of schools
serving the project and the fiscal impact of the project on the schools. This
analysis shall be submitted prior to the application being deemed complete.

5.13-21
“The Riverside Public Library has indicated that City adopted standards for library
service are not being met under existing conditions. ... Even following
construction of planned new libraries for Orangecrest and Eastside and the 10-26
planned expansion of the Arlington Library (additional 8,000 square feet), and the
proposed expansion of the Main Library (additional 29,000 square feet), an
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adverse impact to public library services will remain. Future development
pursuant to the Project policies and regulatory standards will increase demand
for library services and thus exacerbate the current City library deficiency. ...
there is no certainty that an acceptable service standard for library services can
be achieved, particularly since the collection of the library parcel tax will cease in
2012 unless extended by voters. The Project does not include any other features
that will help the City achieve its service standard for libraries. In order for the
City to achieve library service that is deemed “acceptable” by the City's own
measurement standards, the City will need to create additional library facilities
above those already planned and ensure that facilities have sufficient volumes,
hours of operation, staff and other features to ensure compliance with the City's
standards — which are not being met under existing conditions. Impact is
significant and mitigation is required. ...

Mitigation Measures

The continued collection of funds through the library parcel tax will work to 10-26
minimize impact. However, absent any extension of the tax beyond 2012 by voter
approval, which is not within the City’s ability to control, or absent any other
levied fee which would also require voter approval, the City cannot be assured of
meeting its established service standards. Another option would be for the City to
impose development impact fees that would include a proportion for library
services and facilities. However, the potential for this measure to be adopted by
the City Council cannot be known, nor is it clear that such a measure would
generate funding sufficient to fully fund library service improvements triggered by
new development. No other mitigation is considered feasible.”

The obvious solution to the Project impact on libraries is for the City Council to adopt the
option of imposing appropriate development fees for libraries. The City Council can do
that at the same time as it adopts the project. Compared to the roughly $6,700 per
house levied under the recently imposed TUMF fee for transportation, the amount
needed for libraries would be tiny. When there is such a straightforward mitigation, there
can be no approval of overriding considerations.

The following mitigation measure should be adopted:
¢ Allresidential developments shall pay a “library Impact Fee” of $200.00 per
residential unit at the time of issuance of building permits.

5.13-25

The proposed General Plan inciudes several objectives and policies related to

community centers:
“Objective PF-10: Meet the varied recreational and service needs of Riverside's
diverse population.
Policy PF-10.1: Provide every neighborhood with easy access to recreation and
service programs by decentralizing community centers and programs. Promote
the development of shared facilities and satellite offices in each Riverside 10-27
neighborhood. ...
The City is committed to providing community centers and access to centers to
meet needs of existing and future residents. Adherence to the policies listed
above will reduce impact to below a level of significance. Individual development
proposals wil! continue to comply with existing City standards and practices
regarding review of adequacy of community center facilities. These standards
and practices include: Implement CEQA during the development review process
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for future projects. Analyze and mitigate potential public facility, service and utifity
impacts to the maximum extent practicable. For projects that require construction
of new public facilities or extension of utilities, ensure that the environmental
documentation considers related off-site physical environmental impacts of these
activities. Adhering to the project policies and City standards/practices listed
above will reduce impacts related to community centers below a level of
significance at the programmatic level. No further mitigation is required at the
programmatic level.”

There is a problem here. Many neighborhoods, including recently developed 10-27

neighborhoods, do NOT have “easy access to recreation and service programs” and do

NOT have community centers. This regrettable lack is the result of application of existing

City standards and practices. And yet the DEIR proposes to mitigate the problem by

applying “existing City standards and practices”. This obviously will not mitigate the

problem below the level of significance. At the programmatic level, there needs to be

proper mitigation. A straightforward mitigation would be an appropriate increase in the

developer fee for these improvements.

The following mitigation measure should be adopted:

« All residential developments shall pay a “Community Center Impact Fee" of

$300.00 per residential unit at the time of issuance of building permits.

Section 5.14 Recreation

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate Recreation impacts. 10-28
These measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in
the EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

p.5.14-3: The 40.2 acres stated for Islander Park is about double the actual size.
Also, regarding acreage of developed parks, much the same remarks apply as above for
community centers.

10-29

Section 5.15 Transportation-traffic

The EIR relies upon the policies of the General Plan to mitigate traffic impacts. These
measures are not legally enforceable. The General Plan policies relied upon in the
EIR should be adopted as legally enforceable mitigation measures.

Section 5.15 shows serious and not entirely mitigable impacts on transportation, with
some terrible peak-hour levels of service and concomitant air pollution. As noted on p.
5.15-23, this is based on SCAG’s current projections for population increase that do not
assume implementation of the Project. To the extent that the Project allows greater 10-30
population growth than the present plan and ordinances (and we show below that it does
allow and encourage such growth), it exacerbates an already serious problem. The EIR
fails to analyze this. It also fails to consider some measures to improve traffic flow, such
as over-or-under-passes at railroad grade crossings, and fails to consider an increase in
developer fees (beyond the TUMF fee) to fund additional transportation improvements.
Without such analysis and measures, a declaration of overriding concern is improper.

We have mentioned several times that increased developer fees can be used to fund
mitigation measures. We note that with the recent enormous increase in the average price
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of new homes and the resultant enormous increase in profit by owners of developable
land , the present developer fees (even with the new TUMF fee) are small in relation to
new home prices and profits, and can stand being significantly raised to help mitigate
some of the environmental impact caused by population growth.

p. 5.15-59
The DEIR provides some excellent goals for alternative modes of transportation:
“Objective CCM-10: Provide an extensive and regionally linked public bicycle,
pedestrian and equestrian trails system.
Policy CCM-10.1; Ensure the provision of bicycle facilities consistent with the
Bicycle Master Plan.
Policy CCM-10.2: Incorporate bicycle and pedestrian trails and bicycle racks in
future development projects. ...”
and 10 more such Policies. However, the Project lacks actual implementation measures
(at the programmatic level) for such Objective and Policies. This issue needs to be
addressed.

10-30

The following mitigation measure should be adopted:
¢ All development projects shall be responsible for fully mitigating their individual
and cumulative impacts on circulation resources. All developments shall be 10-31
responsible for contributing fees sufficient to fully offset their contribution to any
exceedance of a Level of Service “D” for any roadway intersection or link. Fees
shall be based upon the cost of all improvements necessary to achieve a level of
Service “D” for all impacted intersections and links.

Section 7 Alternatives

Only three alternatives are considered, and only briefly, namely 1. No project (meaning
continuation of the existing General Plan and ordinances), 2. 25 percent reduction, and 3.
Concentration of new growth along the L corridor. The choice and treatment of
alternatives is set up to make the Project seem environmentally superior.

What is needed is consideration of an alternative which would allow mixed use (with
concentration of new growth) in the L corridor but would compensate for the increased
growth there by reduction of densities elsewhere (and public acquisition of relatively
undevelopable land, such as steep hillsides and arroyos, with increased development fees
paying for this and public service improvements), and would include updating of the 10-32
zoning and subdivision codes (but consistent with the requirements of Measures R and
(). We believe this alternative would be much superior environmentally, and needs to be
considered to meet the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines.

Some of the reasons given for rejecting some of the alternatives include such reasons as
that they do not allow updating of the codes or provision for mixed-use development. But
this is only an artifact of a too-narrow definition of the alternatives. For example, there is
no reason why the existing General Plan and ordinances could not be amended
appropriately.

10
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Hawarden Hills Specific Plan and Victeria Avenue Specific Plan

The Project eliminates the existing Hawarden Hills Specific Plan and Victoria Avenue
Specific Plan. Both of these Specific Plans were environmental plans and policies,
adopted to preserve important environmental assets of the City. The DEIR fails to
provide an analysis of which provisions of those Specific Plans are merely being
transferred elsewhere into the Project texts, and which provisions are being deleted and
the environmental impact of each such deletion. One such deletion is that of the trail
provisions in the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan. Regarding this, an email from Planning
Staff states
“Regarding the Tiburon Knoll issue in the new Hawarden Hills Neighborhood
Plan As of this Draft document, Tiburon Knoll is not mentioned in the
Neighborhood Plan. The City Council made a decision not to acquire the knoll
as was recommended in the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan (HHSP), under case
GP-002-812 approved on December 8, 1981. Staff also notes that the proposed
"trail" is not reflected on the Park and Recreation Master Trail Plan. For these
reasons the knoll and trail issue were not carried forward to the new
Neighborhood Plan.
Nevertheless, in regard to the trail in the last iteration of the Cherrywood map a
condition was included for a trail dedication that would facilitate a trail from the
Alessandro Arroyo to the knoll. We believe it is appropriate that the trail be
added to the Parks, Open Space and Trails Map (PR-1) in the draft General Plan 10-33
to support this recommendation. We will make this recommendation in the staff
report to the Planning Commission. Thank you for bringing this to our attention.”
Mitigation needs to be provided for any decision not to acquire the knoll, and the
knolland trail issues need to be carried forward to the new Neighborhood Plan. In
addition to adding the trail to the Trails Map, legally enforceable provisions need to be
added to see that this trail, and all trails on the Trails Map, are actually acquired and
constructed. And the question remains: what other environmental provisions of the said
Specific Plans have been ignored?

]

New Zoning Code

The new Zoning Code (New Chapter 19 of Municipal Code), by Section 19.030.010,
repeals and supersedes the provisions of the present Zoning Code. Therefore it is
important to analyze the many changes with potential environmental impact, in
particular, provisions that would allow higher residential densities than the present Code.
We present the following comments for the environmental review of the proposed new
Zoning and Subdivision Codes

New Section 19.040.050 (p. I-4) “Conflicts with Overlay Zones” states “In the event of
any conflict between the requirements of the Zoning Code and standards in an adopted
Overlay Zone or Planned Residential Development [“PRD”), the requirements of the
Overlay Zone or applicable PRD shall govern.”(and similarly for Development
Agreements, new Section 19.040.070, p.I-5) At present, when e.g. the lots in a PRD in

11
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the RC zone are smaller than allowed in the RC zone (without a PRD), the City considers
granting variances. The new Section 19.040.050 appears to eliminate the need for such
variances, and thus violates the provisions of Measure R and so is an illegal amendment
to Measure R. While new Section 19.040.040 says that in case of conflict with “other
regulations adopted by the City, the more restrictive provisions shall apply”, which might
prevent such violations of Measure R, there are ambiguities here which need to be
resolved. A specific question: for a PRD or Overlay Zone or Development Agreement for
land to which Measures R and C apply (such as the RC zone), will variances for lot size,
lot width, density, or building height (or other requirements of the underlying zone) still
be required if the strict standards of the underlying zone are not met?

Is approval of a PRD a quasi-judicial act, as opposed to a legislative act? By allowing a
less stringent (e.g., on the specific requirements for findings — see below) approval
process for PRDs than for variances, the new code (in allowing PRDs and overlay zones
to trump the standards of the underlying zonc) weakens the standards for development.
The effect of this on density (and concomitant effects on population, traffic, infrastructure
etc.) needs to be analyzed.

Zoning Administrator Authority

Provisions in the new Zoning Code giving the Zoning Administrator discretionary
authority over matters including interpretation of the Code and determination of zone
boundaries (e.g. section 19.060.030 D and E) reduce transparency and public
participation in planning matters, leading to environmental impacts (e.g. on density for
RC zoned and other properties) which need to be analyzed. In particular, all issues to be
considered and any decisions made by the Zoning Administrator need to be posted on the
Web (as with Planning Commission and Council planning agenda items) in a timely
fashion to allow public comment and appeal of decisions.

The authority granted to the Zoning Administrator regarding “any ambiguity in the
regulations of the zoning code” under Article II of (Page 8) Chapter 19.060
Interpretation of Code is an attempt to modify Measure R and Proposition C without a
vote of the people. This provision should be removed from the new Zoning Code. Any
“ambiguities” that the City Council or Planning Department may feel exist in the Zoning
Code should be modified by the City Council on a case-by-case basis, not through
discretionary decisions made by one individual. Allowing the Zoning Administrator the
authority to interpret the meaning of the code in cases of “ambiguity” amounts to a
judicial action. Creating, modifying, and interpreting the legality or meaning of the
Zoning Code is a right reserved for elected government officials and the Courts, not the

Zoning Administrator.

10-33

Average Natural Slope

The new Section 19.100.050 C (p. V-5) deals with the method of calculating Average
Natural Slope (“ANS”). The notion of ANS plays a key role in Measure R, in
determining what land is to be in the RC zone and the density and lot sizes for such land,
as well as in the Grading Code. Any tinkering with or ambiguities in the definition of
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ANS would have a substantial environmental impact that would need to be analyzed. The
technical definition given in 19.100.050 of the new Code, which definition appears to
coincide with that in the present zoning code and in the Grading Ordinance (Title 17 of
the Code), leaves open what is “natural”. The obvious meaning of “natural” (in referring
to slope), and clearly the meaning intended in Measure R, is the slope in ungraded
condition. However, recently we have seen a proposed tract map and a proposed grading
plan for an individual lot, each in the RC zone, where there had been prior illegal grading
and where the Staff report gave figures for Average Existing Slope instead of Average
Natural Slope (for use in connection with minimum lot area and maximum pad size). If
Average Existing Slope can be used instead of Average Natural Slope, developers will
have a huge incentive to (illegally) grade land to reduce its slope, with devastating
environmental consequences. The proposed (and existing) Code, after giving the formula
for computing ANS, says “The average natural slope shall be computed from
photogrametric maps, grading permit plans and other data or evidence approved by the
Public Works Department.” We maintain that this does not authorize the use AES, that is
data for previously graded slopes, in place of ANS, but in view of current Planning
Department practice, this needs to be spelled out to require the use of historical data (such
as photogrametric maps) from prior to any grading.

Further, language of the following sort on calculation of ANS also needs to be added to
the ordinance:
When the slope calculations of a particular lot or parcel are disputed, the
calculations shall be verified by a California Licensed Surveyor within the Public
Works Department. Any discrepancies in the slope calculations shall be rectified
by using the results of the Public Works Department survey.”
This change is necessary to ensure that the provisions of Measure R and Proposition C
are implemented and enforced. Currently, the City Public Works and Planning
Departments have no authority to question or verify the results of independent
engineering and land surveying firms. The use of independent engineering and land
surveying firms is a conflict of interest given that grading and development contracts
often rely on the survey results.

10-33

Density bonus for lower income housing

Regarding the provisions in the proposed Section 19.545 for density bonuses for
provision of lower income housing: the DEIR needs to analyze the potential effect of
such density bonuses on the increase in population and concomitant impacts, including
on traffic etc.

Lot width

The proposed Zoning Code, by changing the definition of building setback line, in effect
amends the previous minimum lot width requirement, in particular in the RC zone, to
allow flag lots (or “corridor access lots™), thus constituting an illegal amendment of
provisions of Measure R, as well as having an unmitigated and unnecessary negative
environmental impact through allowing and encouraging additional hillside density, with
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the potential for concomitant increased grading, erosion, and other environmental
impacts. Here is the pertinent provision of the proposed Zoning Code:
19.630.030 Building Setback Measurements
B. Front Yard Setbacks
The front setback line is a line parallel to the front property line abutting
the street, at a minimum distance specified by the base zone measured at right
angles from the front property line, except as follows:
I....
2. Flag lots
Regardless of the orientation of the main building, the
measurement shall be taken from a parallel line established where the access strip
meets the buildable area of the parcel closest to the public street or right-of-way.

The present code says

Section 19.04.070 Bullding line.

"Building line" means a line parallel with the front lot line or planned street line

and distance therefrom the depth of the required front yard.
and provides no exception (except by variances). Thus the proposed new Code would
newly allow flag lots and other lots whose lot width would not be sufficient under the
present code but where the “buildable area” would be sufficiently wide. The notion of
“buildable area” is sufficiently flexible to allow many lots which would not meet the
previous minimum lot-width requirement. The potential increase in density and other
impacts of this change in all zones needs to be examined. Moreover, by now allowing in
the RC zone flag and other lots not meeting the previous lot-width requirement, the
proposed new code would be an amendment of the provisions of Measure R and thus
illegal by Measure C.

10-33

A good example of the effect of the proposed change is Tract Map 29628 (the 2002
approval of which was rescinded in 2004 as the result of an FRH lawsuit, but which we
understand the developer plans to resubmit in much the same form). That case involved a
number of lot width variances in the RC zone, for flag lots and for lots fronting on curves
and cul-de-sacs. The staff report for that case makes it clear that because of the terrain
and previously approved street design, it would not have been feasible to design the map
to legally allow nearly as many as the 35 lots which were approved unless variances were
granted; such variances would be unnecessary if the proposed new Code were to take
effect. This effect of increasing density would potentially occur in numerous tracts
(developers would predictably exploit the weakening of the lot width standards)
throughout the city, and not just in the RC zone. The DEIR gives no analysis of the
potential impact of this increased density. Any claim that Projects facilitated by these
changes will be reviewed pursuant to CEQA on a case by case basis is unacceptable as
improper deferral of environmental studies. Since, in general, weakening minimum lot
dimension requirements allows more lots, there needs to be an analysis, not provided in
the DEIR, of the legality of the proposed change in relation to Measure R, as well as its
effects in allowing more lots, whether flag lots or lots with reduced frontage around cul-
de-sacs, than would otherwise be allowed unless granted variances
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Here are more specifics on the relation of lot width requirements to Measures R and C.
The voter-approved Measure R was adopted in November, 1979. The portion of Measure
R specifically pertaining to zoning requirements for hillside land is in Section 4 of
Measure R, which states, in pertinent part, “The Residential Conservation (RC) Zone as
described in the Riverside Municipal Code on May 15, 1979 is hereby applied to all
property having an average natural slope of 15 percent or more, except that all lots having
an average natural slope of 15 to 30 percent shall be limited to one single family dwelling
per two acres. Lots having an average natural slope of greater than 30 percent shall be
limited to one single family dwelling per five acres.” [emphasis added] (There are also
exceptions in Measure R for land which had previously been zoned RC, for construction
of one owner-occupied dwelling on a then pre-existing lot of less than the minimum lot
size, and for subdivisions which had then already been issued building permits.)

As we shall note below, the Code for the RC Zone on May 15, 1979 included provisions
for both minimum lot width and for minimum lot size, and the language in the portion of
Measure R quoted above just strengthens the then existing provision of the RC zone with
regard to minimum lot size. However the fact that Measure R did not strengthen (or
indeed change in any way) the then existing provision of the RC zone for minimum lot
width merely means that that provision was to apply without change, as a provision
specified by Measure R. By the language of Measure R, which by an Appellate Court
decision means what it says, that provision, “as described” then in the Code, was “hereby
applied” to all property with slope of 15% or more, and could not earlier and cannot now
be changed except by the manner of amendment specified in Measures R and C.

10-33

The present Code provisions regarding minimum lot width and minimum lot size are both
in Code Section 19.09.050. The legislative history of the provisions given there shows
that the said Code section is as enacted in Ordinance 5585 Section 20, adopted in 1987,
and that the previous versions were in Ordinance 4564 Sections 1 and 2, 1978; and
Ordinance 4399, Section 1 (part), 1977. So we need to go back to Ordinances 4399 and
4564 to see what were the provisions as described in the Code on May 15, 1979.

Ordinance 4399, adopted April 12, 1979, is titled “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING CHAPTER 19.09 OF THE MUNICIPAL
CODE IN ITS ENTIRETY AND SECTION 19.06.010 BY ESTABLISHING A
RESIDENTIAL CONSERVATION (RC) ZONE.” Its provision for lot width is included
in the following: “19.09.050 LOT AREA. The lot area requirements shall be as follows:
Every lot shall have a minimum width at the building line of one hundred thirty feet and a
minimum area of one-half acre, ... ” [emphasis added]

Ordinance 4564 was adopted July 5, 1978. It is concerned only with the Hawarden Drive
special design area. Its only mention of lot width is: “where a lot or parcel located within
the Hawarden Drive special design area has less width or less area than herein required
and was a legally created lot of record prior to June 16, 1977, such lot may be occupied
by a single-family residential use if the lot has a minimum area of one-half acre.”
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Thus the provision with regard to lot width which was “hereby applied” by Measure R to
all steep lots zoned RC and created after May 15, 1979 is that stated above for Ordinance
4399, namely that the “lot shall have a minimum width at the building line” of 130 feet.
[emphasis added]

Measure R, Section 7, states “These provisions are minimum requirements for the
promotion of the public health safety and general welfare. This Ordinance may be
amended by a two-thirds affirmative vote of the City Council only to further its purposes.
This ordinance may be amended or repealed by a vote of the people.” Measure C, passed
by the voters on Nov. 3, 1987 and formally adopted by the City one week later, in its
Section 4 states that, regarding Proposition R (which is the above Measure R by
Definition 3b. of Measure C): “Proposition R is attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference. Section 7 of Proposition R is hereby amended to read as follows:
Section 7. These provisions are minimum requirements for the protection of the public
health, safety, and general welfare. This Ordinance may be amended or repealed only by
a vote of the people.” [emphasis added]

The legislative record quoted above shows that the provisions of Measure R concerning
minimum lot width or area were amended just once, in Section 20 of Ordinance 5585.
Said Ordinance 5585 was adopted November 3, 1987, with the explicit statement in its
Section 29 that “The City Council hereby declares that this ordinance furthers the
purposes of Measure R, enacted November 13, 1979. A two-thirds affirmative vote of the
City Council is required for adoption of this ordinance.” This language used in Section
29, copying the language of Section 7 of Measure R, shows that this is an amendment of
the provisions of Measure R and therefore constitutes an amendment of Measure R.

10-33

The parts of said Section 20 of Ordinance 5585 which state anything about lot width are
included in the following: “19.09.050 LOT AREA.

A. The lot area requirements for land zoned RC prior to May 15, 1979 shall be as
follows: (1) Every lot shall have a minimum width at the building line of one hundred
thirty feet and a minimum area of one-half acre ... . (2) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraph (1) of this subsection, every lot or parcel located within the Hawarden Drive
Special Design Area shall have a minimum width at the building line of one hundred
thirty feet and a minimum area of two acres; provided, however that where a lot or parcel
located within said area has less width or less area than herein required and was a legally
created lot of record prior to June 16, 1977, such lot may be occupied by a single-family
residential use if the lot has a minimum area of one-half acre.

B. The lot area requirements for land zoned RC on or after May 15, 1979 shall be as
follows: (1) Every lot with an average natural slope of less than 15% shall have a
minimum width at the building line of one hundred thirty feet and a minimum area of
one-half acre; every lot with an average natural slope from 15% to 30% shall have a
minimum width at the building line of one hundred thirty feet and a minimum area of two
acres; every lot with an average natural slope over 30% shall have a minimum width at
the building line of two hundred feet and a minimum area of five acres; ...” [emphases
added]
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Thus we have the following three categories for lots on land in the RC zone, the first two
of which with the provision that the minimum lot width at the building line shall be 130
feet.

1. For lots on land zoned RC on or after May 15, 1979 and having average natural slope
of 15% or more, the provision holds by the terms of Measure R itself, with its reference
to the RC zone as described in the Code on May 15, 1979. By Section 7 of Measure R as
amended by Section 4 of Measure C, this lot width provision cannot be amended except
by a vote of the people.

2. For lots which are either on land zoned RC prior to May 15, 1979 (but are not one of
the Hawarden Drive lots in category 3 below) or on land having average natural slope
less than 15% and zoned RC on or after May 15, 1979, the provision holds by the 1987
amendment in Ord. 5585, with the explicit declaration in that amendment “that this
ordinance furthers the purposes of Measure R”. By Section 7 of Measure R as amended
in Section 4 of Measure C, the lot width provision cannot be further amended except by a
vote of the people.

3. For certain lots in the Hawarden Drive Special Design Area which were of record prior
to June 16, 1977, there is no restriction on the lot width if the lot has a minimum area of
one-half acre; this is by Measure R since the latter incorporates the provisions of
Ordinance 4564.

Note that in present Code section 19.09.050 (and in the ordinances preceding it, including
that establishing the RC zone), minimum lot width (always at the building line) is always
prescribed together with any provision for minimum lot size, and is indeed always
mentioned first. This implies that the provisions for lot width are just as important as
those for lot size, and are to be applied just as strictly, and in the same context, as those
for lot size.

10-33

The term “one hundred thirty feet” (or “two hundred feet™) is clear enough. We now
analyze the rest of the phrase, “at the building line”, which is conjoined with it, and of
which the proposed new Code would change the meaning, as noted above. By present
Code Section 19.04.070,
““building line” means a line parallel with the front lot line or planned street line
and distance therefrom the depth of the required front yard.”

So we need to examine the term “required front yard™ as it relates to the RC zone. Code
Chapter 19.09 is entitled “Residential Conservation (RC) Zone”. Section 19.09.060
thereof is entitled “Yards”; the legislative history for this Section is: Ordinance 5585
Section 21, 1987; and Ordinance 4399 Section 1 (part), 1977. Said Section 19.09.060
states in pertinent part:

“there shall be established and maintained the following minimum yards:
A. A front yard having a depth of not less than thirty feet; ...
D. Notwithstanding subsection A of this section, no lot which fronts onto
Hawarden Drive within the Hawarden Drive special design area shall have a front
yard depth of less than fifty feet.”
Here part A. is exactly as in Ordinance 4399 (the ordinance which established the RC
zone) and repeated in Ordinance 5585, and D. is essentially exactly as in Ordinance 4399
and repeated in Ordinance 5585 Section 21.
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What this means is that Measure R, when it stated “The Residential Conservation (RC)
Zone as described in the Riverside Municipal Code on May 15, 1979 is hereby applied”
to certain steep land, included the provision that the minimum lot width is to be 130 feet
at a line 30 feet (or 50 feet in the case of certain Hawarden Drive lots) from the front lot
line or planned street line, since this provision is part of Ordinance 4399 which was in
force on May 15, 1979. Moreover this provision was extended to the rest of the RC zone
by Ordinance 5585. Hence this provision, by Measures R and C, cannot be amended
except by a vote of the people.

The net result of the above facts is that the City cannot, without a vote of the people,
amend the present provisions of the Zoning Code for the RC zone with regard to
minimum lot width and where it is to be achieved or measured. Any attempt to tinker
with these provisions, as in the proposed change in the definition of “building line” with
regard to where it is measured, is illegal as contrary to Measures R and C, unless done by
a vote of the people.

Such tinkering with lot width requirements in most zones other than RC might be legal,
but much of it is unwise. In particular, allowing flag or panhandle or corridor access lots
is simply bad planning. As a 2003 Planning Staff report says, “It is still noted that flag
lots are not an effective or desirable design in many cases”. The fact noted in that Staff
report that some cities in the area do allow such lots and others do not is hardly to be
taken as encouragement for Riverside to allow them. We think Riverside should be in a
leadership position among cities as a beautiful city, with high standards for planning and
not the lowest common denominator of standards. In any case, the proposed change
needs an analysis of its environmental impact, in particular with regard to its effect in
allowing higher density than could otherwise be achieved. One of the advantages of
having a fixed minimum lot width at the building setback line (as measured from the
front lot line) in the RC zone is that it helps to deter developers and their engineers from
playing games with the map to try to exploit a variable lot width to squeeze in more lots
and achieve a higher density than is appropriate for the terrain.

10-33

Floor Area

The present code contains the following requirement for multiple family housing (R3 and
R3(H), the latter now to be designated R4):
Section 19.16.060 Floor area per dwelling unit.
The minimum floor area per dwelling unit in any multiple-family residential zone
shall be as follows:
A. Four hundred square feet for each efficiency unit;
B. Five hundred square feet for each unit having one bedroom;
C. Six hundred fifty square feet for each unit having two bedrooms;
D. Seven hundred fifty square feet for each unit having three bedrooms;
E. An additional one hundred square feet shall be required for each bedroom
exceeding three.
By contrast the proposed new code 19.100.070 (p. V-9) has the following provisions:
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A. Floor Area per Dwelling Unit

The minimum floor area per dwelling unit in the R-3 and R-4 zones shall be as

follows:

1. 350 square feet for cach unit; and

2. An additional 150 square feet shall be required for each bedroom in excess of

two bedrooms.
The proposed new minimums thus constitute a sharp teduction in the current minimums,
potentially changing the character of apartment life in the City. The potential impact of
the change needs to analyzed in the EIR.

Reduction of required open space for multiple-family housing

The proposed new section 19.100.070 (p. V-9 to 11) sharply reduces the amount of
common usable open space required in multiple-family zones, as compared to that
presently required (cf. Section 19.16.080 “Usable open space” of the present code). The
impact of this reduction needs to analyzed in the EIR.

The present code Section 19.16.070 “Distance between buildings” contains requirements
on the minimum distance between building in multiple-family housing. We did not find
such restrictions in the proposed new code. There may be other requirements in the
present code, not cited here, which are weakened or eliminated in the proposed new code.
The EIR needs to make a thorough comparison of the current and proposed new Codes
and analyze the impact of each such weakening or elimination. 10-33

Variance findings

At present, by Zoning Code Section 19.64.130 (which remains valid although the
pertinent part was mistakenly deleted in 2003 by a clerical error; staff has inform us by
email that they are currently working with the City Clerk to get it added back to the text
of the existing Code) for each variance to be granted by the City, every one of the four
following findings must be made

“1. That the strict application of the provisions of this title would result in practical

difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purpose and intent

of this title;

2. That there are exceptional circumstances or conditions applicable to the
property involved or to the intended use or development of the property that do
not apply generally to other property in the same zone or neighborhood;

3. The granting of such variance will not be materially detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the zone or neighborhood
in which the property is located;

4. That the granting of such variance will not be contrary to the objectives of any part
of the General Plan adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council.”

In the new version, Section 19.720.040 (p. IX-30), the word “either” needs to be
eliminated or the text edited for the word to make sense. The four required findings in the
text of Section 19.720.040 have essentially the same wording as those of Section
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19.64.130 listed above, with the following exception: the new version of finding number
2 changes the former wording “in the same zone or neighborhood” to “in the vicinity and
under the identical zoning classification.” The crucial change here is from “or” to “and”.
This is especially pertinent to the RC zone, which is applied specifically to the City’s
steep hillside properties. The problem is that some of the hills are isolated, and there are
no other RC zoned properties in the vicinity of some of these parcels. For such cases,
under the previous but not the present version, a comparison would need to be made to
other RC zoned properties. This easing of the variance findings requirements for RC
zoned property constitutes an amendment to Measure R, and is thus illegal. Also, the
environmental impact of any such change needs to by analyzed and mitigated.

Second units and Auxilliary units

Section 19.480.030 (p. VII-95) of the proposed zoning code allows second
dwelling units on any lot meeting certain size requirements, which in zones
requiring a minimum lot area of at least 10,000 sq. ft. would be any conforming
lot. Moreover there would be no maximum size for the second unit. Since these
provisions would apply to built-out neighborhoods as well as to vacant land, this
would have the potential to enormously increase density throughout much of the
City. This needs to analyzed in the EIR, and mitigation provided.

Moreover, Subsection D of proposed Section 19.480.030 says
“D. The number of total dwellings permitted on a single lot in any single-
family residential zone, except the RC and RA-5 Zones, shall be limited to
no more than two, ...”
Measure R does not permit a second dwelling in the RC and RA zones. The
intent here may have been to not allow a second dwelling in the RC and RA-5
zone lots, but the wording would allow a second or even third dwelling. The
wording needs to be corrected to be in accord with the requirements of Measure
R.

Chapter 19.425 (p. VII-81) of the proposed Zoning Code says that Auxiliary
Dwelling Units (Granny Housing) are permitted as set forth in Article V, Base
Zones, subject to the requirements in this Chapter 19.425. Since Measure R
limits lots in the RC zone to a single-family dwelling, and it is not clear that the
wording in said Article V prohibits Auxiliary Dwelling Units, it needs to be made
clear that this Chapter 19.425 does not apply to lots in the RC and RA-5 zones.
Otherwise the provisions of the Chapter would be illegal amendments of
Measure R.

PRDs and Density
The present PRD ordinance, Section 19.65, in Section 19.65.050 Density, includes the
following provisions:

The following regulations shall determine the maximum number of dwelling units
per acre allowable in a planned residential development:
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A. The Planning Commission shall determine the maximum number of dwelling
units per acre allowable in a planned residential development based on benchmark
densities established for the underlying zone in which the project is located. The
following benchmark densities are based on the planned residential development
being located in reasonably close proximity to schools, shopping areas and public
and semipublic facilities, the site having good access and advantageous slope
conditions, the project being well designed and exhibiting desirable amenities and
other appropriate criteria with which a planned residential development is
evaluated.
Zone Density per Acre RC 0.5 HR 1.2 RR 3.0 R-1-130 3.0 R-1-125 4.8
R-1-100 5.5 R-1-80 6.3 R-1-65 7.3 R-3-40 10.8 R-3-30 14.5 R-3-R 17.5
R-3-2021.5 R-329.0
(The site area used as the basis for determining the number of dwelling units per
acre shall not include abutting public streets or alleys, but may include property to
be dedicated for new public streets within the development or for the widening of
existing public streets which abut the property.);
B. The Planning Commission may determine that in the RC zone up to a twenty-
five percent increase in dwelling unit density and in the remaining zones up to a
ten percent increase in dwelling unit density beyond the established benchmark
density may be permitted if the following conditions are applicable to the project:
1. The property is well located in close proximity to schools, shopping, and public
and semipublic facilities. Proximity to schools is not to be considered when
projects are designed to be occupied only by adults;
2. The property enjoys excellent access from the adjoining public street or streets;
3. The project is designed or otherwise intended for occupancy by adults
demonstrated by a low bedroom- to-unit ratio for the project;
4. The design of the project exhibits superior utilization of the site as evidenced
by the following:
a. Varied placement of buildings demonstrating sensitivity to the natural
topographic features of the site,
b. Retention of unique natural features of the site and incorporation of such
features into the project's overall design,
c. Except in the RC zone relatively level land set aside for active recreation
pursuits,
d. Majority of dwelling units afforded direct access to common usable open areas
well designed for their intended purposes,
€. An efficient internal circulation system consisting of private streets and
driveways that follow natural courses in the case of hilly land;
4. The project reflects sensitivity to the impact of buildings on surrounding
properties;
5. The project contains varied building elevations exhibiting excellence of design
that complement each other and the surrounding area;

The present ordinance also contains provisions for up to a 50% reduction from the

benchmark density under certain conditions, namely:

10-33
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C. A unit density less than the benchmark density established for the underlying
zone may be established by the Planning Commission if one or more of the
following negative factors are applicable to the project:

1. The property is inadequately located in terms of easy access to schools,
shopping or public and semipublic facilities;

2. The property has inadequate access from the adjoining public street or streets;
3. The property is characterized by steep slope necessitating extensive grading for
project development. In cases where slopes average between five and ten percent,
the Planning Commission may reduce unit density by up to twenty-five percent of
the benchmark density, and in cases where slopes exceed ten percent, the
Commission may reduce unit density by up to fifty percent of the benchmark
density to minimize and discourage unnecessary and undesirable grading;

4. The project fails to adequately incorporate the following desirable design
features:

a. Unique natural features of the site are not retained or are inadequately
incorporated into the project's overall design,

b. Common usable open spaces are inadequately located in terms of accessibility
of units served and are inadequately designed for their intended purposes,

c¢. An inefficient or poorly designed internal circulation system;

5. Certain facilities (freeways, railroads, airports and the like) are situated
adjacent or in close proximity to the property creating a detrimental
environmental impact for residential uses thereon;

6. The project unduly inhibits or interferes with the development of surrounding
properties. (Ord. 5585 §§ 26, 27, 28, 1987; Ord. 5274 § 4, 1985; Ord. 4260 § 2,
1976; Ord. 4208 § 4, 1975; Ord. 3972 § 2 (part), 1972)

The ordinance (5585) allowing up to a 25% density bonus in the RC zone was adopted by
the City Council on Nov. 3, 1987, the same day as the voters passed Measure C (which
was certified by the Council one week later, on Nov. 10, 1987). As noted above (under
the Lot-width section), this provision constituted an amendment to Measure R, allegedly
to further that Measure’s purposes. As an amendment to Measure R, the PRD provisions,
including the density bonus in the RC zone, may be invalid as violating the provision of
Measure C barring such amendments except by a vote of the people, since the ordinance
was passed by the City Council on the same day, November 3, 1987, as the voters passed
Measure C. Measure C was certified by the City on November 10, 1987; one of its
provisions was its “effective date” was the date of its passage. That preceded the effective
date of Ordinance 5585. However, assuming that Ordinance 5585 was passed in time to
for its RC-zone provisions to be valid, we say by its provisions (quoted above) that there
are rather stringent conditions to meet the benchmark density (in any zone), and even
stricter conditions to qualify for a density bonus. These conditions need to be strictly
stated and interpreted in view of the tendency of the City to indulge developers” requests.
Any weakening of the present conditions for PRD density will lead to higher densities,
with associated environmental impacts that need to be analyzed. This applies to all zones
In addition, any weakening of the PRD density conditions in the RC zone would
constitute an amendment to Measure R (just as Ordinance 5585 constituted such an

amendment), and so by Measure C would be illegal without a vote of the people. We now
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consider the provisions for PRD density in the proposed new code, and will note that in
significant ways they constitute a weakening of current provisions.

The draft PRD density provisions (Section 19.780.050 Density, pp. IX 49-51) state, in
pertinent part,
A. Benchmark Density
The Planning Commission shall determine the base number of dwelling units
allowable in a [PRD] based on benchmark densities for the underlying zone ... shown
in Table 19.780.040 [which appears to show the same benchmark densities as in the
corresponding present zones)]. The minimum standards for a project to qualify for a
PRD with the benchmark density are that it be adequately served by public
infrastructure, including good access to public and private scrvices, and that the site is
well designed with desirable amenities in accordance with adopted Citywide Design
Guidelines and in accordance with City Codes (Note: Compliance with City Codes
allows for granting of variances in certain instances.) in order for a project to qualify
as a PRD it must meet these minmum benchmark density requirements. In the case of
PRD’s in the RC Zone, the following additional criteria apply to qualifying for the
benchmark density
1. Retention of unique natural features, including arroyos, hillsides and rock
outcroppings, in natural open space areas or otherwise as part of the project.
2. Placement of buildings demonstrating sensitivity to the natural topographic and
habitat features of the site, including clustering of homes in order to preserve such

natural features and valuable natural open space, both for wildlife habitat and 1038
visual aesthetic purposes.

D. Density Bonus for Superior Design

A PRD project may qualify for a density bonus as shown in Table 19 {which appears

to be the same percentage density bonus as in the present Code for corresponding

zones] based on the following criteria beyond those in 19.780.040A.

1. The project shows superior design in the site layout and provision of common,
active recreational and cultural amenities, including, but not limited to swimming
pools, club houses, tennis courts, multipurpose trails and art pieces visible to the
public, including sculptures and water features such as fountains. The site layout
shall also exhibit features found to promote pedestrian activities both within and
to areas outside of the site.

2. Superior Design of individual dwelling site plans and building architecture,
including such features as porches and garages set back from the street in
comparison to the house, and detailed four sided, building treatments. Many of
the desirable features are found in the adopted Citywide Design Guidelines.

3. Sensitivity to impacts of the development on surrounding uses.

Note that the benchmark requirement of “reasonably close proximity to schools, shopping

areas ...” is being replaced by the less stringent requirement of “good access to public

and private services”. Note also that a number of present requirements for a density

bonus are eliminated, including the following:

“close proximity, as opposed to the benchmark requirement of merely
“reasonably close proximity”, to schools and shopping;
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“excellent access” from adjoining streets as opposed to the benchmark “good
access”;

a low bedroom-to-unit ratio;

majority of units having direct access to common usable open areas.

These eliminations represent a weakening of the present PRD ordinance to allow greater
density. Of still greater significance is the change in the language directing the City’s
actions in approving a PRD density bonus. The present ordinance says that such a bonus
“may be permitted if the following conditions are applicable to the project”
and then lists the conditions. The common English meaning of “if the following
conditions are applicable™ is that all of the conditions must be satisfied, not just one or
two or three (there is no contradiction between the condition on proximity to schools and
that on adult occupancy, since a careful reading shows that the latter condition, phrased in
terms of a low bedroom-to-unit ratio, merely means that the project is mainly but not
exclusively for adult occupancy). But the proposed new code changes the language to
“may qualify for a density bonus ... based on the following criteria ...”
which is much more vague and would seem to allow a maximum density bonus merely
for meeting just one of the conditions, perhaps merely for following the standard design
guidelines. There should be no density bonuses permitted merely for conforming to the
city codes and design guidelines. Our experience shows that developers will generally
ask and lobby for the maximum density bonus, regarding it as an entitlement. The
weakening of the language on conditions for a density bonus will lead to greater density.
The extent of such greater density, and its environmental impact, need to be analyzed in
the EIR. Further, for the RC zone, such weakening of the requirements for a density
bonus (a serious matter since this is the only zone where a large 25% bonus can be given)
constitutes an amendment to Measure R, and thus is illegal.

10-33

Subsection C of the proposed new Section 19.780.050 (p. IX-50) allows density transfers
between zones within a PRD. This appears to conflict with Measure R, and thus may be
illegal. The issue needs to analyzed in the EIR.

Transfer of Density

Proposed new Code Section 19.780.050 introduces the following provision (it appears

that no such provision is in the present code):
“C. Transfer of Density
When two or more General Plan land use designations or base zones exist within
a planned residential development, the density may be transferred between
designation and/or zones within the same development as necessary to provide for
a superior development based upon good planning principles and to promote the
general welfare of the neighborhood and maximum benefit to the natural
environment. ... In the case of such a density transfer, the overall maximum
density shall not exceed that otherwise permitted by the General Plan
designation(s)... For purposes of this Section, a project may consist of more than
one underlying legal parent parcel ... contiguous unless separated by an existing
public or private street.”
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We note first that the criteria used — “superior development”, “good planning principles”,
“promote general welfare”, “maximum benefit” — are lacking specificity and allow a
virtually limitless range of interpretation. Also, the provision appear to allow a density
transfer to an RC-zoned parcel from another zone, as well as the other way. Most
important, hidden within the language is the following situation: a steep hilly parcel in
the RC zone (with GP designation RHS) with average natural slope greater than 30%
requiring minimum lot sizes of at least 5 acres could have its density transferred to a
flatter parcel a considerable distance away (although “contiguous” by a chain of
intervening parcels). Say the steep hilly parcel has area 50 acres, and thus by the 5-acre
minimum would qualify for 2 maximum of 10 lots (actually less if not in a PRD, because
of the area needed for roads). But since the General Plan designation (contrary we believe
to Measure R) for the steep land has a maximum density of 0.5 per acre, i.e., 2-acre
minimum lots, the parcel would qualify for a density transfer of 25 units, a 150% bonus.
(This is not purely a hypothetical situation,; it appears that a developer and the City want
to do something like such a density transfer in a specific case.) Such a provision is clearly
an amendment of explicit provisions of Measure R, and thus illegal.

The provisions should be amended to clarify that density transfers into an RC zone are
not permitted and that density transfers into areas with natural slopes in excess of 15%
are not permitted.

PRD development standards 10-33
The present code Section 19.65.060 requires that PRDs provide 500 sq. ft. of common
usable open space per bedroom for each dwelling unit having three or more bedrooms,
but allow a credit of up to 40% for private open space above the minimum requirement.
This means that for each 5- (respectively, 4-, 3-)bedroom unit there must be at least 1,500
(respectively, 1,200, 900) sq. ft. of common usable open space. But the proposed new
Code only requires a minimum of 500 sq. ft. of common open space per dwelling.
Assuming all of that is “usable”, that is a reduction of 67% (respectively, 58%, 44%) in
the required open space for each 5- (respectively, 4-, 3-)bedroom unit. Thus for a PRD
with an average of say 3.6 bedrooms per unit (like some recent PRDs in Riverside), this
would be a reduction of at least 54% in the required usable open space. This huge
reduction in the requirement for common usable open space needs to have its impact (e.g.
on density and on recreation) analyzed in the EIR. For the RC zone, this reduction
constitutes an amendment of Measure R (as previously amended) and thus is illegal. The
proposed new Code also comments on natural open space in the RC zone, but of course
that is not within the meaning of “usable” open space.

The present code Section 19.65.070 requires 250 square feet of private open space per
unit, but the proposed new code (p. IX-53) only requires 200 sq. ft.

The present code says that the maximum building coverage in a lot in a PRD cannot
exceed the standard of the underlying zone, but the proposed new code (p. IX-51) leaves
the matter to the discretion of the Planning Commission.
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Some other provisions for PRDs of the present Code, including Section 19.65.120 for
minimum distance between buildings, and Section 19.65.160 for storage area, are simply
eliminated in the new Code.

Proposed new Subsection C1 of 19.780.060 (p. IX-53) says:
“Lot Size [for RC Zone PRDs]
¥z acre minimum lot size (net), independent of lot slope.”
Since some of the residential lots in a proposed RC Zone PRD might have average
natural slope greater than 15%, this proposed provision is a clearly would amend
Measure R, and thus is illegal.

Proposed new Subsection C5 of 19.780.060 (p. IX-53) says
5. Common Natural Open Space and Clustering
“... There is no minimum standard [for common open space in an RC Zone PRD]
although each development is encouraged to sct aside a substantial portion of the
site toward natural open space.”
Under the present ordinance and Measure R, clustering of a project in the RC zone would
require variances, with the appropriate careful consideration. The proposed provisions
allowing clustering without variances amend Measure R and thus are illegal. The mere
“encouragement” of setting aside natural open space, without any specifics on what
constitutes a “substantial portion”, are subject to low expectations and abuse.
Two general provisions for PRDs in the proposed Code deserve special attention. First, -
19.780.060 A. Relationship to Base Zone Development Standards (p- IX-51) says
“The development standards set forth in this Section, if in conflict with the
development standards of the underlying base zone, shall supercede the
development standards of the underlying base zone. ...”

And second, 19.780.060 E. Modification of Development says
“The Approving Authority may modify the development standards set forth in
this Chapter for an individual PRD upon the finding that such modification better
achieves the intent and purpose of this Chapter than strict application of the PRD
standards.”

The first of these changes eliminates the present use of variances e.g. in the RC zone
when a the lot size of a lot in a PRD conflicts with the minimum required by the RC zone
and Measure R. This appears to be an illegal amendment of Measure R. The second
change is more drastic. It essentially makes meaningless (as so easily overridden) any of
the specific requirements for development standards for PRDs. In view of the observed
tendency of the Approving Authority (Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission or
City Council) to fall in line with whatever certain developers want, and the political
influence wielded by developers, to leave the application of development standards for a
particular tract to what is essentially a political process is a remarkable change from the
previous requirement of proper variance findings. The environmental impact of these
changes needs to be analyzed in an EIR. And for the RC zone, these changes certainly
constitute an illegal amendment of Measure R.
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OTHER COMMENTS
SUBDIVISION CODE - TITLE 18

The authority granted to the Zoning Administrator regarding “any ambiguity in the
regulations of the zoning code” under Article 1I of the (Article II, Page 8) Chapter 18.060
Interpretation of Code is an attempt to modify Measure R and Proposition C without a
vote of the people. This provision should be removed. Any “ambiguities” that the City
Council or Planning Department may feel exist in the Subdivision Code should be
modified by the City Council on a case-by-case basis, not through discretionary decisions
made by one individual. Allowint the Zoning Administrator the authority to interpret the
meaning of the Code in cases of “ambuiguity” amounts to a legislative or judicial action,
reserved for the City Council and the Courts.

General Plan: More on Overlook Parkway

The General Plan (GP) makes several references to the extension of Overlook Parkway
across the Alessandro Arroyo (e.g., Land Use and Urban Design Element, Circulation
and Community Mobility Element). Within the Land Use and Urban Design Element the
GP proposes the minimization of public development in and in close proximity to any of
the city’s arroyos.

Extending Overlook Parkway is contradictory to nearly every other element of the GP. 1058
The extension of Overlook Parkway will have significant environmental impacts on the
city’s arroyos, hillsides, wildlife (including endangered and threatened species) and an
important wildlife corridor, and Victoria Avenue.

Amazingly, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the GP states that “No
mitigation is required, as is less than significant at the programmatic level”. Simply
stating that adhering to the elements of this updated GP will reduce the level of impacts
below a level of significance at the programmatic level is not adequate to address the
cumulative environmental impacts that the extension of this roadway will have on these
important elements of our city.

The EIR ignores the real impacts associated with extending this road. Development in
and around the Alessandro Arroyo has already devoured vital habit for our most
vulnerable species including the California Gnat Catcher and Burrowing Owl.

Piecemeal development near the Alessandro Arroyo and Overlook Parkway over thelast
decade has pushed development into Water Course and Open Space zones and through
Blue Line Streams. Preserving small sections of scattered open space in and around these
developments has destroyed most of the connectivity of the arroyo to other wildlife areas
(e.g., Sycamore Canyon, Prenda Arroyo, etc.).

The EIR also ignores the majority of the comments submitted by Riverside’s citizens
who came to California Baptist University in September 2003. All one has to do is review
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the public comments contained in the “Citizens Plan Summary — Riverside General Plan
Program” (September 13, 2003) to see that a large majority of the comments submitted
regarding Overlook Parkway were in opposition. Nothing in the EIR does anything to
address or mitigate the issues raised in these purportedly “important” scoping sessions.
Connecting Overlook Parkway will have significant environmental impacts that can not
be mitigated on a “project by project basis” (EIR 5.4-26). The whole point of having a
GP is to provide a master plan to implement the important goals outlined in the plan.

Managing on a case-by-case or project-by-project basis creates a powerful loophole for
developers with connections to City Hall. This language provides special interests with
the arbitrary/nebulous language necessary to work around the defined objectives of the
plan.

The proposed GP City of Riverside must provide mitigation above and beyond the
programmatic level for the increased population, traffic, and loss of wildlife that will
result if Overlook Parkway is to be extended. 10-33

More Comments on the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan

The current General Plan incorporated Alternative B of the Hawarden Hills Study dated
December 1976. The Hawarden Hills Study was adopted April 5, 1979 under City
Council Resolution Number 13073 and later incorporated into the GP.

Under the newly proposed GP (Hawarden Hills section of the Land Use and Urban
Design Element) the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan and Alternative B of the Hawarden
Hills Study are removed from the plan. These plans are the heart and soul of many
decades of work by the Citizen’s of Riverside to preserve and protect our hillsides and
arroyos. The loss of these measures violates Measure R and Proposition C in that it
weakens and does not increase the protection afforded to the RC and RA zones. This
amounts to an amendment of Measure R and Proposition C without a vote of the people.

Respectfully submitted,

Friends of Riverside’s Hills
4477 Picacho Dr., Riverside, CA 92507
(951) 781-7346  watkinshill@juno.com

Communicated for Friends of Riverside’s Hills by Richard Block MW

424 Two Trees Rd., Riverside, CA 92507
(951) 683-8762  rblock3 1(@charter.net

Please communicate responses to comments to both addresses
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10. Richard Block, Friends of Riverside’s Hills. January 3, 2005.

Response 10-1
These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.
Response 10-2

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce scenic
impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures. The policies in the General Plan are not identified as measures that are
required to mitigate impacts.  Rather, the analysis indicates that the longterm
implementation of policies will avoid impact or ensure a less than significant impact. This
approach reflects the programmatic nature of the Project and the EIR. Where follow-up
policy actions cannot be clearly identified, the EIR includes mitigation measures. All General
Plan policies will be part of the General Plan Implementation Plan required by State law
(Government Code Section 65400), and in the Implementation Plan, the City will identify for
each policy one or more strategies, termed “tools”, that the City will pursue over the long
term to implement that policy. In addition to identifying the tools, the Implementation Plan
will indicate which City agency will be responsible for effectuating the policy, the funding
source and potential cost, and the time frame to complete action (which could be ongoing
over the life of the General Plan). As part of both the annual budgeting process and annual
review of the General Plan, City department staff and decision makers - and the public
through the public hearing process - will determine whether particular policies have already
been implemented and which require action over the upcoming year. This process will
allow decision makers and the public to check and ensure implementation on an annual
basis. Given the programmatic nature of the EIR and the long-term time frame for the
General Plan, the policy statements and Implementation Plan serve as effective and
appropriate means of addressing any potential impacts.

Response 10-3

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
agricultural impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that over the long
term, the implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than
significant impacts. This approach is appropriate for a Program EIR.

Response 10-4

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that discourage
disking as a form of weed abatement and fire control and which prohibit mowing of
vegetation to a minimum height of three inches, citing South Coast Air Quality Management
District (AQMD) Rule 403. This is a Program EIR that addresses a broader, citywide context.
The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at the project level. All
projects are required to comply with all applicable AQMD regulations at the time
development is proposed. Also, development projects that involve grading are required to
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comply with the provisions of the City’s grading ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code),
which include provisions for replanting.

Response 10-5

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures requiring electrical
hook-ups and toxic air contaminates studies for proposed warehouse facility projects in the
City. The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at the project level. The
City notes that regulations in the updated Zoning Code require conditional use permits for
large warehousing facilities, and conditions can be applied as needed to address project-
specific impacts.

Response 10-6

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures requiring a trip
reduction plan for all proposed projects that are expected to employ more than 100
persons and require all development projects to reduce 80 percent of PM,;, emissions
during construction. The SCAQMD has repealed trip-reduction as a means of addressing air
quality impacts. With regard to PM,, emissions in general, the Air Quality Element includes
numerous policies to address this regional concern. This is a Program EIR that addresses a
broader, citywide context. The measure recommended is more appropriately addressed at
the project level.

Response 10-7

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce air
quality impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that over the long term,
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.

Response 10-8

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
biological resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that the long
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts.

Response 10-9

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require wetland
delineation studies and detailed biological assessments for specific projects proposed in the
City. The two mitigation measures requested by the commentor requiring wetland
delineation studies and detailed biological assessments are already a component of CEQA
requirements. These represent standard City practices that are applied on a project-specific
basis.
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Response 10-10

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that prohibit
development within the arroyos and tributaries. On the General Plan Land Use Policy Map,
arroyos are designated Open Space/Natural Resources, which limits encroachment. The
General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element addresses arroyos extensively
beginning on page OS-17, and the grading ordinance (Title 17 of the Municipal Code)
further provides protection of the arroyos consistent with Proposition R and Measure C.

Response 10-11

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce cultural
resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
cultural resources and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-12

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce geology
and soils impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any geologic/soils constraints and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-13

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require site-
specific slope analysis for projects within specific slope ranges proposed in the City. The
two mitigation measures requested by the commentor requiring slope analyses are already a
component of CEQA requirements and are required by the City as part of the development
review process. As these represent standard practices of the City, no mitigation is required.

Response 10-14

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce hazards
and hazardous materials impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to response 10-2 for an explanation that
policies in the General Plan are not identified as measures to mitigate impacts; rather, long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any hazardous materials impacts/concerns and appropriate project-specific mitigation.
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Response 10-15

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
hydrology and water quality impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted
as legally enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any hydrology/water quality impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-16

The comment suggests that the Project - and specifically the update Zoning Code -
conflicts with Proposition R and Measure C and therefore results in a significant impact due
to such conflict. The City has determined that the policies contained in the General Plan
and implemented through the Zoning Code are consistent with Proposition R and Measure
C.

Specifically, with regard to the Overlook Parkway connection that is part of the current
General Plan and better defined in the Draft General Plan, the intent of this connection is to
serve local traffic. With regard to the arroyos as wildlife movement corridors, see Response
10-10. The arroyos currently serve and will continue to serve many functions, including as
wildlife movement corridors.

Response 10-17

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce land
use and planning impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any direct land use impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-18

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce mineral
resources impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts rather than serve as measures to mitigate impacts. The CEQA process required for
individual projects will provide for identification of any mineral resource impacts and
appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-19

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce noise
impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally enforceable
mitigation measures. The comment also makes recommendations about specific mitigation
to include. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term implementation of policies
in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant impacts. The CEQA process
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required for individual projects will provide for identification of any localized noise impacts
and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-20

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR include mitigation measures that require
construction noise reduction plans and acoustical analyses for all commercial and industrial
development projects of five acres or more and residential projects of twenty acres or more.
Given the programmatic, first-tier nature of this EIR, such a specific policy is not appropriate.
Rather, the City will continue to follow its standard practice of requiring acoustical analyses
for projects in areas of high noise exposure, as indicated in the General Plan Noise Element.
Also, the Noise Ordinance provisions will continue to apply.

Response 10-21

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
population and housing impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-
term implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any population/housing impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-22

The comment states that the Zoning and Subdivision Codes, which implement the General
Plan, directly induce substantial population growth. Growth inducement will not result: as
noted, these codes are the mechanisms used to implement General Plan land use policy.
These codes have been crafted to be consistent with the General Plan and to carry forward
the policies for smart, managed growth. Land use policy looks to focus growth largely as
infill development, and the Zoning Code will implement policy through the new mixed-use
zoning districts. The Zoning Code does not reduce conditions for bonus densities but
instead creates more stringent design and other requirements that must be achieved in
order to a design-related density bonus to be granted. Such bonuses are within the limits of
each General Plan land use category, the limits of which have not been changed for existing
land use designations by this General Plan update.

Response 10-23

The comment states that mitigation measures should be added to implement “smart
growth” principals and to create open space in return for higher densities allowed by the
Project. As noted throughout the Land Use and Urban Design Element, the policies
embody smart growth principles through encouragement of infill development and mixed-
use projects. Since the Zoning and Subdivision Codes have been comprehensively revised
to implement these policies, no mitigation measures are required. Further, the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes encourage clustering as a means of preserving open space.
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Response 10-24

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce public
services impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
impacts. The CEQA process required for individual projects will provide for identification of
any public service impacts and appropriate project-specific mitigation.

Response 10-25

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
schools so that the City is able to accommodate the amount of students entering Riverside’s
schools and to minimize the fiscal impact placed on the school system. As discussed on
page 5.13-19 of the EIR, SB50, now codified as California Government Code Section 65995,
indicates that payment of school fees serves as adequate mitigation for any school impacts.
No further analysis or mitigation is required.

Response 10-26

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
libraries so that the City is able to accommodate the number of books needed to minimize
the impact placed on neighborhood libraries. As noted on page 5.13-23 of the Draft EIR,
the City currently collects fees to fund library facilities and services. This voter-approved fee
is scheduled to expire in 2012. Given that the life of the Project extends beyond this date
and that no guarantee can be made that funds will continue to be collected, impact on
library services is identified as significant and unavoidable. The City does not have the
independent authority to extend the collection period but could choose to put the measure
before voters at or near the current sunset period.

Response 10-27

The comment states that a mitigation measure should be added to analyze the impacts to
community centers so that the City is able to accommodate the amount of community
space needed by Riverside residents. The City currently has 10 community centers
distributed throughout Riverside. Policies in the Public Facilities and Infrastructure Element
direct the City to provide easy access to centers, which can be accomplished either through
construction of new centers, jointuse agreements, and/or improved transportation
connections to existing centers. As part of its strategic planning and annual budgeting
processes, the City will continue to determine the most effective method of implementing
this policy. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term implementation of policies in
the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant impacts on community centers.

Response 10-28

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
recreation impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as legally
enforceable mitigation measures. Refer to Response 10-2, which states that long-term
implementation of policies in the General Plan will avoid or ensure less than significant
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impacts. The Subdivision Code provides the City with the mechanism to acquire parkland
or collect in-lieu fees to meet park standards for new development projects.

Response 10-29

The comment states that the size of Islander Park is incorrectly stated in the Draft EIR.
Islander Park is 19.1 acres. This typographical error is hereby corrected. The correction
does not change any of the analysis or conclusions contained in the EIR.

Response 10-30

The comment suggests that the policies implemented in the General Plan to reduce
transportation and traffic impacts and which are relied upon in the Draft EIR be adopted as
legally enforceable mitigation measures. The Master Plan of Roadways indicates how the
circulation system will be built out to accommodate local traffic to the greatest extent
possible, given the influences of regional traffic through Riverside. The EIR notes that even
with full implementation of the plan, significant and unavoidable impacts will remain at
several locations (Final EIR, p. 5.15-37).

The comment states that the proposed Plan will allow for “greater population growth than
the present plan and ordinances.” The proposed Plan provides for more compact, infill
development through smart growth principles and specifically, by accommodating growth
within the developed City core rather than on the suburban fringe. This development
approach takes advantage of the existing street system and encourages alternative modes of
mobility, thus reducing traffic generation relative to the traditional suburban model on which
Riverside has developed in the past.

With regard to using railroad grade separations to improve traffic flow, General Plan policies
identify the City’s commitment to pursue grade separations citywide as a means of
improving traffic safety, reducing congestion, and reducing noise impacts. However, such
separations cannot be accomplished without the cooperation of the railroad companies and
thus cannot be assumed in traffic modeling nor relied upon as mitigation. The City currently
is aggressively pursuing grade separations and funding for such on a priority basis and will
continue to do so to implement the stated policies.

With regard to establishing transportation impact fees beyond the current TUMF levels, the
City has determined that the current TUMF fees are appropriate. If the City determines at a
later date that the fees require adjustment, nexus studies must be conducted pursuant to
State law to determine appropriate levels based upon actual infrastructure needs and costs.

Response 10-31

The comment suggests that a mitigation measure should be added that can mitigate
individual project and cumulative traffic impacts to below a level of significance without the
City needing to prepare a statement of overriding considerations. The EIR examines long-
term impacts associated with build-out of the Project area. The analysis concludes that even
with implementation of the Master Plan of Roadways, the City will experience LOS E and F
conditions at selected locations, resulting in significant long-term traffic impacts. Individual
projects will be required to examine local traffic impacts associated with that project and to
mitigate impacts consistent with City objectives for LOS D conditions, except as may be
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acceptable near freeway ramps and at other locations identified in the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element. Given that regional traffic will contribute substantially to
future conditions in Riverside, the City does not believe it to be feasible to include a
mitigation measure that will require individual projects to completely mitigate cumulative
traffic impacts. Long-term cumulative mitigation is the focus of the Circulation and
Community Mobility Element, and the policies contained therein work toward minimizing
traffic impacts while balancing these against other goals, such as neighborhood protection.

Response 10-32

The comment states that the alternatives considered are inadequately analyzed and
suggests that a new alternative be analyzed which would balance mixed use with lower
densities elsewhere, with public acquisition of relatively undevelopable land. The comment
continues that this could be accomplished with further revisions to the Zoning and
Subdivision Codes.

With regard to establishing policies to identify relatively undevelopable land as permanent
open space, the City cannot to do this as a matter of public policy without identifying its
clear intent to purchase such lands for full market value. Instead, the City has assigned very
low residential densities to such areas consistent with Proposition R and Measure C.

With regard to the specific reference to Tiburon Knoll, this is private property which the City
cannot designate as open space, as such action would result in inverse condemnation of the
property, requiring renumeration to the property owner(s). With regard to a potential trail
across this property, City staff has elected not to include such a trail on the Parks, Open
Space and Trails Map in the Park and Recreation Element. The commentor can raise this
issue as part of the public hearing process on the Draft General Plan for consideration by
decision makers.

Response 10-33

The balance of the comments in the letter address specific proposed provisions of the
updated Zoning and Subdivision Codes but generally do not raise environmental issues of
concerns associated with such provisions. The commentor is encouraged to raise such
concerns as part of the public hearing process on the Zoning and Subdivision Codes.

With regard to those comments that state that the EIR does not address the environmental
effects of specific new provisions, such as the potential for density bonuses: the EIR is
programmatic in nature and thus addresses as a whole the effects of adopting the General
Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines, and Magnolia Avenue
Specific Plan. lIssues such as the density bonus are accounted for in the comprehensive,
long-term approach to the analysis, which accounts for build-out pursuant to General Plan
policies, as implemented to a great extent through the Zoning and Subdivision Codes. As
any density bonuses for market-rate housing fall within the caps for each General Plan land
use category, such possibilities are accounted for in the analysis. With regard to density
bonuses for “lower income housing” (page 11 in the comment letter), which could allow for
densities above the General Plan and Zoning Code limits, such projects represent a small
percentage of the future overall number of units in the City and programmatically, can be
considered as a counterbalance to market-rate units constructed below the density limits of
the General Plan and Zoning Code.
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Response 10-34

The extension of Overlook Parkway has been included as part of the City’s General Plan at
over 30 years, as stated in the 1994 General Plan EIR, and the current update continues the
plan, with refinements. At this time, a specific, defined route for the extension has not been
determined. The connection indicated in the General Plan is conceptual and part of the
entire citywide circulation system. As part of the process to refine the route, the City will be
required to conduct comprehensive environmental review, including biological resource
studies and water quality studies, and will select an approach that minimizes environmental
impact while achieving the circulation objectives set forth in the General Plan.

With regard to comment about public opposition to the extension made at the September
13, 2003 Citizens’ Congress, that meeting was not a scoping meeting as defined by CEQA
but was a public open house for the General Plan program designed to solicit public
comments on all General Plan issues. This open house represented just one public
engagement forum of a two-year General Plan process. The General Plan Citizens’ Advisory
Committee (CAC) took into account all public comments made during the process in
drafting all of the recommendations contained in the Draft General Plan, including the
Overlook Parkway extension, which was discussed in detail at two CAC meetings. As part
of the public hearing process, the City Council will make the final determination regarding
Overlook Parkway.

Response 10-35

The comment regarding the Hawarden Hills Specific Plan does not address the content of
the EIR; thus, no response is necessary.
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An ESON INTERNATIONAL

LETTER 11

pary

Mr. Craig Aaron ‘
Principal Planner i
City of Riverside Planning and Building Department |
3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor -
Riverside, CA 92522

Pragram

Dear Mr. Aaron:

with the City of Riverside in your planning for the future.

California Edison (SCE) facilities.

to the following location:

Real Estate Operations
Southern California Edison Company
14799 Chestnut Street, Westminster, CA 92683

contacted by a representative from Real Estate Operations.

Thank you,

/7%6 il

Region Manager
Southern California Edison

January 3, 2005 ol

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR. This is an extremely important
aspect of development projects, and we appreciate being included as a partner

There is no indication from the packet of any specific impacts to the Southern

In the event the project impacts SCE facilities or its land related rights, please
forward five (5) sets of plans depicting SCE's facilities and associated land rights

Within 10 days after receiving the plans, the developer or their agent will be

Responses to Comments

Ruymond F, Hlcks
Region Manager

Public Alfairs Degartment

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the General Plan 2025

City of Riverside
February 2005 81
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11. Ray Hicks, Regional Manager, Public Affairs Department, Southern California
Edison, January 3, 2005.

Response 11-1

The comment suggests that the City submit plans for Southern California Edison’s (SCE)
review if any proposed development project may pose an impact to any SCE facility or its
associated land. The Project is the adoption and implementation of the updated General
Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue
Specific Plan. These documents will be used to guide future development and growth in the
Riverside Planning Area and do not propose specific development projects. Individual
development projects pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be
required to evaluate if the conditions at the specific project site pose an impact on SCE
facilities or its land related impacts in accordance with the City’s standard CEQA and project
review processes.
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LETTER 12
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g*

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

g0t P
,g‘ i

W,

S

*ﬂl‘ﬂﬁ'ﬁﬂ”‘

Jan Boel

January 4, 2003

Craig Adron

City of Riverside Planning Department
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
Riverisde, CA 92522

Subject: City of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Desian Guidelines and

Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan
SCH#: 2004021108

Dear Craig Aaron:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft BIR to selected state apencies for review. The
review period closed on January 3, 2008, and no state agencies subnutted comments by that date, This
letter acknowladges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (2161 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
emvarommental review process, IF you have a question about the above-named project, please refer (o the
ten-digil State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Lot T
Terry Roberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA  95812-3044
TEL (916} 245-0613 FAX (916)323-3018  wWww.0pr.oa.gov

= | J B I Acting Director
1l £ Wt LS T ‘ 11

City of Riverside
February 2005
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SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2004021108

Cily of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and
Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan

Riverside, City of

Type

Description

EIR. Draft EIR

The General Plan 2025 Program involves the adoption and implementation of the following:

1. The City of Riverside Ganaral Plan 2025;

2. Comprehensive revision of the City of Riverside Zoning Code (Title 19 of the Municipal Code) and
the rezoning of properties to reflact new zone names;

3. Comprehensive revision of the City of Riverside Subdivision Coda (Title 18 of the Municipal Code);
4. City-wide Design Guidelings; and

5. The Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan,

Lead Agency Contact

2 Name  Craig Aaron
Agency City of Riverside Planning Department
Phone (951} 826-5989 Fax
email
Address 2900 Main Street, 3rd Floor
City  Riverisde State CA  Zip 02532
Project Location
County Riversida
City Riverside, Moreno Valley, Corona, Narco
Region
Cross Streets  MA
Parcel No.  N/A
Tawnship Range Section Base SB

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

215, G0, N

Riverside Municipal, Flabob, MAR
Metrolink, BNSF

Santa Ana River and various arroyos
Riverside LUSD, Alvord USD

MiA

Project [ssues

AesthalicVisual; Agricutural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Cumulative Effects;
Drainage/Absorption; EconomicsiJobs; Fiscal Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Saismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Sarvices; Recreation/Parks; SchoolstUniversities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil
Erosion/Compaction!/Grading; Solid Waste, Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Girculation; Vegetation; Walsr
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 8; Depariment of Parks and
Recreation; Nalive American Heritage Commission; Office of Emergency Services, Depariment of Fish
and Game, Region &; Department of Water Resources; Department of Conservation: California
Highway Patrol; Caltrans. District 8; Caltrans; Division of Asranautics

Date Received

11/18/2004 Start of Review 11/18/2004 End of Review 01/03/2005

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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12. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse. January 4, 2005.

Response 12-1

The comment states that the project has complied with State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act. The comment is acknowledged, and no further response is required.
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LETTER 13

MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office D) l z U E N
ol =)
December 22, 2004 UL

Mr. Craig Aaren TR
City of Riverside, Planrning and Buiiding Department ‘
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, California 92522

LY
ARTMENT
——

Dear Mr. Craig Aaron;

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the City of Riverside General Flan 2025 Program

The Metropolitan Water District of Seuthern California (Metrerolitan) has reviewed a copy of
the Draft Environmertal Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Reverside General Plan 2025
Program (Project). The propesed Project is the adoption and raplementation of the following
programimatic documents: 1) Comprehensive update of the City of Riverside Gereral Plan; 2)
Comprehensive update of the City of Riverside Zoning Code (Title 19 of the Munizipal Code of
the City of Riverside) and the rezoning of properties to reflect new zone names: 3}
Comprehensive update of the City of Riverside Subdivision Ordinance; 4) Adoption of Citywide
Design Guidelines; 5) The Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. The city of Riverside (City) is
located in western Riverside County and is bounded on the north by the unincerporated 13-1
Riverside County communities of Rubidoux and Jurupa and the City of Colion {San Bernardino
County). on the east by the Riverside County and the city of Moreno Valley, to the scuth by
unincorporated communities of Riverside County, and to the west by the Riverside County- cities
of Norco and Corona. The Project Planning Area consists of the corporate bowadaries of the city
of Riverside, the City’s Northern Sphere of Influence and the near Scuihern (o1 preximate) |
Sphere of Influence. The “near Southern Sphere of Influence” encompasses lands from the -
City’s southern border to the crest of the Cajalco Ridge, just south of Cajalco Road. The
Planning Area does not include the “far Southern Sphere.” which runs south from the crest of the
Cajalco Ridge south to the Sphere boundary. The City adopted a General Plan for the far
Southern Sphere in 1998; the Project proposes no changes to that plan. This letter contains
Metropolitan’s response to the Draft EIR as a potentially affected agency.

Metropolitan provided a comment letter dated March 17, 2004 (attached), in response to the 13-2
Notice of Preparation for this Project. Metropolitan staff has reviewed the Draft EIR and has
determined that our comments have not been adequately addressed.

Metropolitan owns and operates facilities within the boundaries of the City. Metropolitan’s
Upper Feeder Pipeline, Lower Feeder Pipeline, and Mills Filtration Plant are within the 13-3
boundaries of the City. The Upper Feeder Pipeline is a 132-inch diameter pipeline located

within a permanent easement right-of-way; and the Lower Feeder Pipeline is a 120-inch diameter

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 « Mailing Address: Box 54153, Los Angeles, California 90054-0153 e Telephone (213) 217—600_0
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Craig Aaron
Page 2
December 22, 2004

pipeline located within a fee-property right-of-way. Additionally, Metropolitan owns the Box
Springs Feeder right-of-way property, which is also within the boundaries of the City.
Metropolitan remains concerned with potential impacts to our facilities and fee-owned property
that may occur as a result of the proposed Project. Specifically, Metropolitan is interested in 13-3
potential changes in land use designation that may occur as a result of the proposed Project.
Metropolitan must be allowed to maintain its rights-of-way and requires unobstructed access to
our facilities and properties at all times in order to repair, replace, and maintain our system or
add new facilities.

‘Metropolitan reiterates our request that the City consider Metropolitan’s facilities and property in
its planning and in the EIR, and avoid potential impacts that may occur due to the
implementation of the proposed Piojéct. In 6rder to avoid impacts, Metropolitan requests that
our pipeline, filtration plant, and property be a551g11ed a land use designation that would not
conﬂlct with our operations and routine and/of emergency maintenance. The land use
,desxgnatlon should ensure that development around Metropolitan’s facilities and property is
consistent with the eXpress use of our pipelines, and rights-of-way as public utilities.

,Addmonally, Metropolitan has the followmg Spemﬁc comments on the General Plan and Draft
‘EIR:

L. Figure LU-9, Land Use Policy Map: Metropohtan wouild like to reiterate that we are
concerned with the Draft EIR’s lack of consistency with the land uses adopted by the County
"of Riverside in their 2003 General Plan. In partlcular Metropolitan’s lands in and around 13-4
Lake Mathews are shown incorrectly in the City’s Sphere Boundary for the General Plan.

" Specifically, areas shown primarily as Open Space/Natural Resources and Kangaroo Rat
Habitat within the City’s General Plan shouild in fact be shown as Public Facilities, in order to
correctly depict Metropolitan’s land holdings/uses at Lake Mathews, as well as Western
Municipal Water District’s facilities at the easterly el_j'd of Lake Mathews. In addition, it

" appears that the land uses in general do not coincide with the various approved land uses in
the County’s Plan. The land use designations outside of the City boundaries but within the
City's Sphere of Influence should be consistent with the General Plan adopted by Riverside
County in October 2003. Metropolitan requests the followmg changes to the Draft
EIR/General Plan:

e Lake Mathews should be shown as "Public Facilities.”

e  Western Municipal Water District's facilities, as well as the Cajalco Dam and Detention
Basin - both situated near the intersection of El Sobrante Road and Cajalco Road - are
inaccurately shown as "Kangaroo Rat Habitat." These need to be shown as "Public
Facilities."
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THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Craig Aaron
Page 3
December 22, 2004

» Lands surrounding Lake Mathews are incorrectly shown as "Kangaroo Rat Habitat."
This needs to be revised to show the land as "open space-conservation," which more
accurately depicts the land and its intended use as a multi-species habitat conservation
area.

e Metropolitan also owns significant areas of operational lands south of EI Sobrante Road
and north of the Lake Mathews Dam, and also operational lands that straddle La Sierra on 13-4
the west side of Lake Mathews. These areas need to be shown as "Public Facilities."

¢ Metropolitan also recommends that the City coordinate directly with our GIS Team
(please contact Mr. Stephen Hubbard at (213) 217-7764) to obtain the correct shape files
that will accurately depict our land holdings and associated intended use as "Public
Facilities." '

2. Metropolitan also recommends that the City incorporate a Land Use Policy in the Utilities
subsection of the Land Use Section of the General Plan. The policy should read as follows:
“Policy LU: Ensure that development and conservation land uses do not infringe upon
existing public utility corridors, including fee-owned rights-of-way and permanent easements, | 13-5
whose true land use is that of "public facilities." This policy will ensure that the "public
facilities" designation governs over what otherwise may be inferred by the large-scale general
plan map.”

3. Figure PR-1, Parks, Open Space and Trails: This map shows a proposed County trail crossing
the Upper Feeder pipeline north of El Sobrante Road, where the Upper Feeder is east of
McAlister Road. Metropolitan is not aware of this proposed trail and the County (or City)
must coordinate with Metropolitan to ensure such use is compatible with Metropolitan's 13-6
operations of the Upper Feeder.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental documentation, including a copy of the Final EIR, for this
project. If we can be of further assistance, please contact Ms. Ana Reyes at (213) 217-7079.

Very truly yours,
LO.MA@ % 1 VV\A»«K..
Laura J. Simoriek
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

LiM/rdl
(Public Folders/EPU/Letters/t6-DEC-04A. doc — Craig Aaron)

Enclosures: 1) Metropolitan Comment Letter dated March 17, 2004
2) Final Draft Lake Mathews Area Land Use Plan
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LETTER 13A

Mwbp CO PY

METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

March 17, 2004

Ms. Diane Jenkins

City of Riverside, Planning Department
3900 Main Street, 3 Floor

Riverside, California 92522

Dear Ms. Jenkins:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
City of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code,

Citywide Design Guidelines, and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has reviewed a copy of
the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of
Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines, and
Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan (Project). The Project area consists of the corporate limits of the
city of Riverside and properties within the City’s sphere of influence considered the General Plan
Planning Area. The City is located in western Riverside County and is bounded by the city of
Colton in San Bernardino County to the north, the city of Moreno Valley in Riverside County to
the east, unincorporated lands in Riverside County to the south, and the cities of Norco and
Corona in Riverside County to the west.

The City’s General Plan Update was last updated comprehensively in 1994. The current update
involves comprehensive text changes to all required elements to incorporate the City’s vision
into an action-oriented document. The updated General Plan will include the following
elements: Land Use and Urban Design, Circulation and Community Mobility, Housing, Arts and
Culture, Education, Public Safety, Noise, Open Space, Public Facilities and Infrastructure,
Historic Preservation, Air Quality. The City Zoning Code has not been comprehensively revised
since its initial adoption in 1956, although it has been amended numerous times over the years to
remain consistent with changes in State laws, and to respond to changing City needs and
objectives. The Zoning Code revision involves: changes to reflect new land use policies
contained in the updated General Plan; reorganization and reformatting to create a logical and
intuitive organization to facilitate its use; updates to provide consistency with the most recent
changes in State and federal laws and regulations; reduction in and reorganization of the
residential, commercial and industrial zoning districts; and administrative procedures and
processes will be simplified and further streamlined. The City’s Subdivision Code was last
updated comprehensively in 1996. The comprehensive revision intends to bring the City’s
Subdivision Ordinance up to date with current law and reformat the Code so it is consistent with

13A-1
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Ms. Diane Jenkins
Page 2
March 17, 2004

the new Zoning Code and easier for the public to use. The Design Guidelines document is a
policy tool that will be used to visually communicate concepts expressed in the General Plan and
Zoning Code. The Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan intends to create a comprehensive and 13A-1
detailed framework of objective, policies and implementation tools to guide growth and change
along the City’s most prominent local thoroughfare. This letter contains Metropolitan’s response
to the NOP as a potentially affected agency.

Metropolitan owns and operates facilities within the boundaries of the City. Metropolitan’s
Upper Feeder Pipeline, Lower Feeder Pipeline, and Mills Filtration Plant are within the
boundaries of the City. The Upper Feeder Pipeline is a 132-inch diameter pipeline located within
a permanent easement right-of-way; and the Lower Feeder Pipeline is a 120-inch diameter
pipeline located within a fee-property right-of-way. Additionally, Metropolitan owns the Box
Springs Feeder right-of-way property, which is also within the boundaries of the City. 13A-2
Metropolitan is concerned with potential impacts to our facilities and fee-owned property that
may occur as a result of the proposed Project. Specifically, Metropolitan is interested in potential
changes in land use designation that may occur as a result of the proposed Project. Metropolitan
must be allowed to maintain its rights-of~way and requires unobstructed access to our facilities
and properties at all times in order to repair and maintain our system.

Metropolitan requests that the City consider Metropolitan’s facilities and property in its planning
and in the Draft EIR, and avoid potential impacts that may occur due to the implementation of
the General Plan Update, Zoning Code revision, City’s Subdivision Ordinance comprehensive
revision, Design Guidelines, and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. In order to avoid impacts,
Metropolitan requests that our pipeline, filtration plant, and property be assigned a land use 13A-3
designation that would not conflict with our operations and routine and/or emergency
maintenance. The land use designation should ensure that development around Metropolitan’s
facilities and property is consistent with the express use of our pipelines and rights-of-way as
public utilities.

Furthermore, Metropolitan is concerned about the Draft EIR’s lack of consistency with the land
uses adopted by the County of Riverside in their 2003 General Plan. In particular,
Metropolitan’s lands in and around Lake Mathews are shown incorrectly in the City’s Sphere
Boundary for the General Plan (see attached figure titled “Final Lake Mathews Land Use Plan™).
Specifically, areas shown primarily as Open Space/Natural Resources and Kangaroo Rat Habitat
within the City’s General Plan should in fact be shown as Public Facilities, in order to correctly
depict Metropolitan’s land holdings/uses at Lake Mathews, as well as Western Municipal Water
District’s facilities at the easterly end of Lake Mathews. In addition, it appears that the land uses
in general do not coincide with the various land uses in the County’s Plan. Metropolitan requests
that the City correct these discrepancies. Metropolitan would be willing to share GIS data with
the City, if requested, to facilitate correcting the land use map.

13A-4

Metropolitan also requests that the City analyze the consistency of the proposed project withthe | 1345
growth management plan adopted by the Southern California Association of Governments
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March 17, 2004

(SCAG). Metropolitan uses SCAG’s population, housing, and employment projections to 13A-5
determine future water demand.

In addition, Metropolitan encourages projects within its service area to include water
conservation measures. Water conservation, reclaimed water use, and groundwater recharge
programs are integral components to regional water supply planning. Metropolitan supports 13A-6
mitigation measures such as using water efficient fixtures, drought-tolerant landscaping, and
reclaimed water to offset any increase in water use associated with the proposed project.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental documentation, including a copy of the Draft EIR, for this
project. If we can be of further assistance, please contact Ms. Ana Reyes at (213) 217-7079.

Very truly yours,

Criginal Signed By
Laura Simoneak

Laura J. Simonek
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

LIM/rdl
(Public Folders/EPU/Letters/08-MAR-04C.doc — Diane Jenkins)

Enclosure: Final Lake Mathews Land Use Plan — Figure 3.9
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13. Laura ). Simonek, Manager, Environmental Planning Team, Metropolitan Water
District of Southern California. December 22, 2004.

Response 13-1
These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.
Response 13-2

The comment suggests that the comments submitted by the Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD) during the NOP review period be responded to in this
Response to Comments document. The NOP comments will be addressed following the
responses to the above-referenced letter. Responses to the NOP comments are numbered
13A-1, 13A-2, etc.

Response 13-3

The comment suggests that the Project may have impacts to MWD'’s facilities and fee-
owned property, including the facilities’ rights-of-way and access. The Project does not
involve any development activity. The Project is the adoption and implementation of the
updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines, and
Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These documents will be used to guide future development
and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose specific development
projects. Individual development and redevelopment projects pursuant to the adoption and
implementation of the Project will be required to analyze potential affects on existing public
facilities on a project-by-project basis in accordance with the City’s standard CEQA and
project review processes.

Response 13-4

The comment suggests that the land use designation for all of MWD’s facilities and
properties within the Planning Area be changed in order to be consistent with its use as a
public facility. This comment does not raise any question about the analysis in the EIR.
However, should the designations of Lake Mathews and/or the Cajalco Dam and Detention
Basin be changed to Public Facilities as part of the public hearing process on the General
Plan, such a change would not affect any of the analysis or conclusions in this EIR, as no
change in development potential or population estimates would result.

Similarly, any change from the Kangaroo Rat Habitat designation to Open Space/Natural
Resources would not change development potential or population estimates.

Response 13-5

The comment suggests that a policy be added to the Final EIR recommending that the City
protect utility corridors in the Land Use section of the General Plan. Objective LU-9 and
Policies LU-9.3 and LU-9.4 aim to minimize the impact to public facilities through proper
land use planning. The City’s development review practices for discretionary and ministerial
land use permits currently include such review. No additional policies are required.
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Response 13-6

The comment suggests that the agency having jurisdiction over the proposed County trail
crossing MWD's Upper Feeder pipeline north of El Sobrante Road coordinate with MWD to
ensure that the trail is compatible with MWD’s operations. The County of Riverside is the
agency responsible for trail crossing the Upper Feeder pipeline in the City Riverside. The
City of Riverside will work with the County of Riverside once final plans are initiated for
construction of the trail. As this is a first-tier, Program EIR, CEQA analysis of any future trail
construction may be properly deferred until plans for the proposed trail are developed by
Riverside County.

Response 13A-1

These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.
Response 13A-2

See Response 13-3.

Response 13A-3

See Response 13-4.

Response 13A-4

The comment states that the Sphere of Influence within the Planning Area is inconsistent
with the County of Riverside’s General Plan. Refer to responses to Comment Letter #6 for a
response to the comment addressed in this letter.

Response 13A-5

The comment suggests that the City of Riverside analyze consistency of the proposed
project with the growth management plan adopted by the Southern California Association
of Governments. As stated in Section 5.9, Land Use and Planning, on page 5.9-17 and 5.9-
18, the Project is consisted with all of SCAG’s plans. The discussion is included below:

Table 1 of Appendix C compares specific policies of the Regional Comprehensive
Plan and Guide and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The Project is consistent
with the following elements of SCAG plans:

=  Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to Regional Growth Forecasts

=  Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to
Improve the Regional Standard of Living

» Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to
Improve the Regional Quality of Life

»  Growth Management Chapter Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to Provide
Social, Political and Cultural Equity

= Core Regional Transportation Plan Policies

= Air Quality Chapter Core Actions
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= Open Space Chapter Ancillary Policies Related to Outdoor Recreation,
Public Health and Safety and Resource Production

»  Water Quality Chapter Recommendations and Policy Options

= Regional Growth Principles

With implementation of and adherence to General Plan policies (listed in Table 1 of
Appendix F), the Project’s impact related to consistency with SCAG regional plans is
less than significant.

Response 13A-6

The comment states that the Draft EIR should include water conservation measures. Section
5.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, includes an objective and numerous policies that aim to
conserve water. As stated on page 5.8-9, Objective OS-10 recommends that the City
“Preserve the quantity and quality of all water resources throughout Riverside,” and most
notably Policy OS-10.1 obligates the City to “Support the development and promotion of
water conservation programs.”
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\(‘, Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lioyd, Ph.D. 5796 Corporate Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
Agengg"%e;;\etary Cypress, California 90630 Governor

January 10, 2005

Mr. Craig Aaron

Principal Planner
Planning and Building Department i
County of Riverside

3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor

Riverside, California 92522

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE GENERAL PLAN 2025
PROGRAM FOR THE CITY OF RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA (SCH#2004021108)

Dear Mr. Aaron:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received your submitted
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the above-mentioned project. The following
project description is stated in your document: “The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the following programmatic land use planning documents:

1. Comprehensive update of the City of Riverside General Plan. 2. Comprehensive 14-1
update of the City of Riverside Zoning Code and the rezoning of properties to reflect
new zoning district names and to respond to General Plan land use designation
changes in 28 focus areas City-wide. 3. Comprehensive update of the City of
Riverside Subdivision Ordinance. 4. Adoption of Citywide Design Guidelines and
sign Guidelines. 5. Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan.” Based on the review of the
submitted document DTSC has comments as follow:

1) The EIR identifies that current or historic uses at the project site may have
resulted in a release of hazardous wastes/substances. Your document states:
“The Alark Hard Chrome site has been closed off and is currently undergoing
cleanup activities. The UCR site was previously remediated.”

2) The EIR identifies the known or potentially contaminated sites within the

proposed Project area. For all identified sites, the EIR should evaluate whether 192
conditions at the site may pose a threat to human health or the environment.
Following are the databases of some of the regulatory agencies:
. National Priorities List (NPL): A list maintained by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.EPA). §
® Printed on Recycled Paper
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. Site Mitigation Program Property Database (formerly CalSites):
A Database primarily used by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control.

. Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System (RCRIS): A
database of RCRA facilities that is maintained by U.S. EPA.

. Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability
Information System (CERCLIS): A database of CERCLA sites that is
maintained by U.S.EPA.

14-2

. Solid Waste Information System (SWIS): A database provided by the
California Integrated Waste Management Board which consists of both
open as well as closed and inactive solid waste disposal facilities and
transfer stations.

. Leaking Underground Storage Tanks (LUST) / Spills, Leaks,
Investigations and Cleanups (SLIC): A list that is maintained by Regional
Water Quality Control Boards.

. Local Counties and Cities maintain lists for hazardous substances cleanup
sites and leaking underground storage tanks.

. The United States Army Corps of Engineers, 911 Wilshire Boulevard,
Los Angeles, California, 90017, (213) 452-3908, maintains a list of
Formerly Used Defense Sites (FUDS).

3) The EIR identifies the mechanism to initiate any required investigation and/or
remediation for any site that may be contaminated, and the government agency
to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If hazardous materials or wastes
were stored and used at the site, a Site Assessment could determine if a release
had occurred. If so, further studies should be carried out to delineate the nature
and extent of the contamination, and the potential threat to public health and/or
the environment should be evaluated. It may be necessary to determine if an 14-3
expedited response action is required to reduce existing or potential threats to
public health or the environment. If no immediate threat exists, the final remedy
should be implemented in compliance with state regulations and policies.

4) All environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation should be
conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency
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that has jurisdiction to oversee hazardous waste cleanup. The findings and
sampling result for each hazardous contaminant should be clearly summarized in
a table in the EIR.

5) Proper investigation, sampling and remedial actions overseen by a regulatory
agency, if necessary, should be conducted at the site prior to the new
development or any construction.

6) If any property adjacent to the project site is contaminated with hazardous
chemicals, and if the proposed project is within 2,000 feet from a contaminated
site, then the proposed development may fall within the “Border Zone of a
Contaminated Property.” Appropriate precautions should be taken prior to
construction if the proposed project is within a “Border Zone Property

7) If building structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas or other structures
were being planned to be demolished, an investigation would be conducted for
the presence of lead-based paints or products, mercury, and asbestos containing 14-3
materials (ACMs). Your document states that if lead-based paints or products,
mercury or ACMs were identified, proper precautions would be taken during
demolition activities. Additionally, the contaminants should be remediated in
compliance with California environmental regulations and policies.

8) The project construction may require soil excavation and soil filling in certain
areas. Appropriate sampling is required prior to disposal of the excavated soil.
If the soil is contaminated, properly dispose of it rather than placing it in another
location. Land Disposal Restrictions may be applicable to these soils. Also, if
the project proposes to import soil to backfill the areas excavated, proper
sampling should be conducted to make sure that the imported soil is free of
contamination.

9) Your document states that human health and the environment of sensitive
receptors would be protected during the construction or demolition activities.
A study of the site overseen by the appropriate government agency might have
to be conducted to determine if there are, have been, or will be, any releases of
hazardous materials that may pose a risk to human health or the environment.

10) Ifitis determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the
proposed operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, 14-4
Division 20, chapter 6.5) and the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations
(California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4.5).
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11)  Ifitis determined that hazardous wastes are or will be generated and the wastes
are (a) stored in tanks or containers for more than ninety days, (b) treated onsite,
or (c) disposed of onsite, then a permit from DTSC may be required. If so, the 14-5
facility should contact DTSC at (818) 551-2171 to initiate pre application
discussions and determine the permitting process applicable to the facility.

12) [Ifitis determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility should
obtain a United States Environmental Protection Agency ldentification Number
by contacting (800) 618-6942.

14-6

13) Certain hazardous waste treatment processes may require authorization from
the local Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA). [nformation about the 14-7
requirement for authorization can be obtained by contacting your local CUPA.

14) If the project plans include discharging wastewater to storm drain, you may be
required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit from the overseeing Regional | 14-8
Water Quality Control Board.

15)  Your document states that there are contamination plumes in some inactive wells
in the Bunker Hill Basin and states: “These contaminants are being mitigated
through water treatment and other methods.” If during construction/demolition of
the project, if soil and/or groundwater contamination is suspected,
construction/demolition in the area would cease and appropriate health and
safety procedures should be implemented.

16)  Your document states: “Both the General Plan and the Zoning Code retain
Agricultural land use designations; no land previously designated for agriculture |14.9
has been re-designated for another use.” If the site was used for agricultural
activities onsite soils might contain pesticides, and agricultural chemical residue.
If part of the site was used for dairy and stable industry operations, methane
testing might have to be conducted. If so, activities at the site may have
contributed to other soil and groundwater contamination. Proper investigation,
and remedial actions, if necessary, should be conducted under the oversight of
and approved by a government agency at the site prior to construction of the
project.

DTSC provides guidance for cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program
(VCP). For additional information on the VCP, please visit DTSC's web site at
www.dtsc.ca.gov.
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If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Ms.Teresa Hom, Project
Manager, at (714) 484-5477 or email at thom@dtsc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Gt

Gr;eg Holmes
Unit Chief
Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch - Cypress Office

cc:  Governor's Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, California 95812-3044

Mr. Guenther W. Moskat, Chief

Planning and Environmental Analysis Section
CEQA Tracking Center

Department of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806

CEQA #1013
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14. Greg Holmes, Unit Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch -
Cypress Office, Department of Toxic Substances Control. January 10, 2005.

Response 14-1
These comments are introductory in nature and require no direct response.
Response 14-2

The comment states that the Draft EIR needs to identify and determine whether current or
historic uses at the “project site” have resulted in any release of hazardous
wastes/substances. Because the EIR addresses the entire City, no “project site” in the usual
context in which Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) reviews a proposal exists.
Rather, the information is addressed on a citywide basis.

The Project does not involve any development activity. The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects. Individual development and redevelopment projects
pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to determine
the presence or historic use of hazardous wastes/substances at the specific project site on a
project-by-project basis in accordance with the City’s standard CEQA and project review
processes.

Response 14-3

The commentor recommends that the EIR identify the mechanism to initiate any required
investigation/remediation for any site that may require remediation, and which government
agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. Furthermore, if during construction of
the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in the area should stop, and
appropriate health and safety procedures should be implemented.

The project does not involve any development activity. The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects. Individual development projects pursuant to adoption and
implementation of the Project will be required to comply with DTSC regulations if soil
contamination is suspected and follow all DTSC procedures for investigation and/or
remediation on a project-by-project basis, including work necessitating a Workplan or a site
within a “Border Zone Property.”

Response 14-4
See Response 14-3. Additionally, all future wastes will be managed in according with the

California Hazardous Waste Control Law, the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations and
CEQA.
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Response 14-5

See Response 14-3. Additionally, DTSC will be contacted to initiate the permitting process
for wastes on a project-by-project basis.

Response 14-6

See Response 14-3. Additionally, for specific development projects involving hazardous
wastes, applicants will be required to contact the Environmental Protection Agency as
projects are initiated.

Response 14-7

See Response 14-3. Additionally, the Riverside Fire Department’s Hazardous Materials
Response Unit and the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) both regulate hazardous
waste treatment in the City. Individual projects will require authorization from the City of
Riverside’s CUPA in order to conduct hazardous waste treatment.

Response 14-8

See Response 14-3. Additionally, specific development projects discharging wastewater to
storm drains will be required to obtain a wastewater discharge permit per State Water
Quality Control Board and City stormwater regulations, as stated in the Final EIR on page
5.8-6.

The City will require that each individual development project complies with existing
State Water Quality Control Board and City stormwater regulations, including
compliance with NPDES requirements related to construction and operation
measures to prevent erosion, siltation and transport of urban pollutants. The Santa
Ana Drainage Area Management Plan provides a selection of Best Management
Practices (BMPs), as required by NPDES, which are specific to the Santa Ana River
watershed. Refer to Mitigation Measure HW-1 below for a list of NPDES regulations
to which new development projects must adhere. All new developments will
undergo individual City review and will be required to comply with the RWQCB
NPDES Permit No. CAG998001, which sets forth BMPs for new development and
redevelopment projects.

Response 14-9

See Response 14-3.
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\i" California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Santa Ana Region

3737 Main Street, Suite 500, Riverside, California 92501-3348 =
A'“: SI'CL'S‘;Z’i’:h'D' Phone (951) 782-4130 - FAX (951) 781-6288 11~ [E Sahwrflzenegger
gency "y hitp://www.waterboards.ca.gov/santaana > k l_‘)T
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January 18, 2005 LETTER 15 ” |\~ L

Craig Aaron, Principal Planner i
City of Riverside Plannlng and Building Department L
3900 Main Street, 3™ Floor

Riverside, CA 92522

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, CITY OF RIVERSIDE GENERAL PLAN 2025
UPDATE, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER #2004021108

Dear Mr. Aaron:

Staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Santa Ana Region (RWQCB), has reviewed
the City of Riverside's Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Volumes | and I, for its
pending General Plan 2025 Program (project). The City is in the process of updating its Generall
Plan for its corporate area and two Spheres of Influence (SQls). The project excepts its “far
Southern sphere” SOI for which a General Plan was adopted in 1998. We commend the City on 15-1
the document’s overall comprehensive view toward resolving planning issues in most sectors of
the City and SOls. The updated General Plan will guide implementation of development, use of
open space, and accommodation of a large population increase for Riverside through 2025.
While we were unable to comment on the March 2004 Notice of Preparation, we request that the
following comments be considered when preparing the final EIR;

1. The expansion of a city carries incremental effects that are “cumulatively considerable”
and pose a “potentially significant impact” on the environment. There is widespread
experience that an increase of disturbed, developed, and paved areas has the tendency
to substantially impact and impair water quality standards. Aside from the legally
required “no project alternative,” the “25% Reduction Alternative” for city growth and
operation appears to lessen adverse impacts to water quality standards, i.e., water
quality objectives and beneficial uses expressed in the RWQCB's Water Quality Control
Plan (Basin Plan). DEIR Section 7.0 states that “hydrological impacts” may be reduced
by the 25% Reduction Alternative and that reduced impervious coverage throughout the 15-2
entire project area could increase area available for groundwater recharge. Project
alternatives leading to decisions that are most protective of water-quality beneficial uses
are preferred, such as those that limit development in urban fringes where surface water|
beneficial uses persist. These alternatives should be elaborated on in the EIR in terms
of how they impact water quality standards, and exhibited with large-scale maps of the
affected project areas. Antidegradation policies such as the State Water Resources
Control Board's (SWRCB) Resolution No. 68-16) and the federal antidegradation policy
(40 CFR 131.12) should also be discussed in the EIR.

2. The City must incorporate the requirements of Riverside County Areawide Urban Runoff
Waste Discharge Requirements (RWQCB Order No. R8-2002-0011, NPDES No. CAS
618033), also known as the Riverside County Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems] 15-3
(MS4) Permit, into the General Plan to the extent necessary to ensure consistent
implementation of the MS4 permit within the City and its SOI. The City is a co-permittee

in this permit.
California Environmental Protection Agency
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3. In accordance with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d), Santa Ana River Reaches 3
and 4 (Prado Dam to the San Jacinto Fauit) are listed as impaired by pathogens and
therefore TMDLs must be established for discharges to these reaches. The final EIR
should fully reflect that implementation of the MS4 controls on urban runoff and other
measures will be necessary and required to comply with pending pathogen Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for discharges to these reaches of the river.
Additionally, the Orange Terrace Parkway enclave of Riverside appears to be within the
San Jacinto Watershed, tributary to Canyon Lake and Lake Elsinore. Development in
this area must comply with TMDLs for nutrients (phosphorus and nitrogen) and
pathogens (bacteria) entering Canyon Lake. The nutrient TMDL for Canyon Lake has
been adopted by the Regional Board and action on a pathogen TMDL is projected for
20086.

4. Appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) must be developed and implemented to
control the discharge of pollutants both during construction and for the life of a project.
Post-construction BMPs must address all pollutant loads carried by dry weather runoff andrl
first-flush storm water runoff from an entire project. The EIR should reflect that the Wate
Quality Management Plan required by the Riverside County MS4 permit is now in effect,
and that all development must conform to the Plan’s provisions. BMPs that utilize the
principles of low impact development (LID) should be encouraged by the EIR.

5. The EIR must include provisions to advise the City’s development, construction and
business communities of the need to comply with several permit programs, including:

a. The General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction
Activity (Construction General Permit, 99-08-DWQ) for individual projects occurring
on an area of one or more acres. A Notice of Intent (NOI) with the appropriate fees
for coverage of the project under this Permit must be submitted to the SWRCB at
least 30 days prior to the initiation of construction activity at the site. Information
about this permit program can be found at
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/stormwtr/construction.html.

b. A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and waste
discharge requirements for projects that will have dewatering or other wastewater 15-5
discharges to surface waters of the state. RWQCB Order No. R8-2003-0061,
NPDES No. CAG998001, a regional general de minimus permit, is available for most
such discharges. Order No. R8-2003-0061 may be reviewed at
http.//www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/pdf/03-61 . Waste discharge requirements may
also be required for discharge of wastes to land. Further information can be
obtained by contacting the RWQCB Regulations Section staff at (951) 782-4130.

c. A Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Standards Certification from the
Regional Board for any project that causes material to be dredged from or filled into
waters of the United States, i.e., surface waters or tributaries thereto, where these
waters fall under the jurisdiction of the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) and a CWA Section 404 permit is required. Early consultation with
Regional Board staff concerning potential Section 401 certification issues Is
strongly suggested. Information concerning Section 401 certification can be found
at the Regional Board’s website, www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb8/html/401.html. Where
the ACOE rules that a water body does not fall under their jurisdiction, as with
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potential cases of vernal pools or other isolated wetlands in the project area, the
Regional Board may still determine that waste discharge requirements are necessanf 15-5
for protection of waters of the State. A Streambed Alteration Agreement from the
California Department of Fish and Game may be necessary as well.

6. Impacts to water quality standards of channels and other drainages should first and
foremost be avoided by development where possible. Where that is not practicable,
impacts to these waters should be minimized. Such disturbance requires mitigation
(beyond simply the acquisition of permits) that, at a minimum, replaces the full water
quality function and value of the impacted water. These impacted water bodies include 15-6
the nine primary natural channels that are identified as traversing the planning area.
We cite Mockingbird Canyon and Sycamore Canyon as recent areas within the City and
its SOls where projects must mitigate for unavoidable direct and cumulative water
impacts on water quality beneficial uses.

7. The DEIR states that the two ends of Overlook Parkway will not be connected across thel
Allessandro Arroyo, which we believe to be a positive, well-considered avoidance of a
maijor drainage. However, the problematic Alessandro Arroyo/Overlook Parkway portion
of Riverside has become a “marbled” mix of development, natural drainages, and
riparian habitat. The EIR should emphasize that compliance with zoning requirements,
specific plan provisions or any other components of the development process does not
convey approval to place or remove fill within drainages without prior CWA Section 401
water quality standards certification issued by our office, or a comparable regulatory
action, and other appropriate permitting. We understand that stormflows from tributary,
impervious areas are eroding these drainages. Further, the area supports wildlife
habitat water quality beneficial uses, including that for several sensitive species. The
EIR should consider how best to protect these beneficial uses throughout this parkway | 15-7
area.

8. This office consistently receives plot plans, lot modifications, and determinations of
negative declarations for tract maps in the Overlook Parkway/Alessandro Arroyo Area
asserting that little or no environmental impact on water quality is posed by each project.
We believe that projects in this area have the high potential to incrementally and
accumulatively affect apparent ACOE jurisdictional waters that support water quality
beneficial uses. Therefore, we suggest that the EIR call for a comprehensive strategy
to address the cumulative impact that residential projects throughout this eastern portion
of Riverside have on lacal hydrology and water quality beneficial uses.

9. We believe that the EIR should lead to a General Plan that is quite restrictive on
development that proposes to rely on onsite subsurface disposal systems for waste
disposal, in deference to connecting any new project to sewer. The EIR should
emphasize that on-site subsurface disposal systems (OSDS), i.e., septic tank
installations, within the project area must observe the Santa Ana RWQCB's minimum lot
size requirements of one-half acre per subsurface disposal system.

15-8

10. No waste material may be discharged to any drainage areas, channels, streambeds, or
streams. Spoil sites must not be located within any streams or where spoil material 15-9
could be washed into a waterbody. BMPs must be deployed around spoils at all times.

11. The General Plan's overall Project will result in an increase in the amount of impervious

area covered with pavement, parking lots, or structures. This will alter the rate and 1513
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volumes of groundwater recharge and surface water runoff. Post-development storm
water runoff flow rates (Q) must not substantially differ from the pre-development Q, or
on-site/downstream erosion with downstream sedimentation impacts can occur. The
EIR should recommend development and construction project guidelines designed to
protect, and if possible improve, the quality of underlying groundwater subbasins and
management zones. We encourage the use of grassed swales and pervious materials
for runoff channels and parking areas to infiltrate more storm water runoff into underlying
groundwater aquifers. Studies have shown that such swales filter nutrients, total
suspended solids, and metals from impacted runoff. For parking areas, we encourage
the use of porous pavement systems that contain an underlying stone reservoir to
temporarily store surface runoff, allowing it to infiltrate into the subsaoil.

15-10

12. Areas of native vegetation should be preserved and protected to the maximum extent
possible, and clearing should be strictly limited. Among other water quality and
environmental benefits, native vegetation is effective at reducing slope erosion, filtering | 15-11
runoff, and providing habitat for native animal species. Therefore, we encourage the
proactive replanting and hydroseeding of native vegetation in most operations.

13. By facilitating wildlife movement through riparian corridors, the Basin Plan’s wildlife habitat
beneficial uses are served. To avoid impeding wildlife movement, roadways or pipelines
should be carried over ravines, arroyos, and slope drainages by bridges or wide, arched
culverts. A policy of considering wildlife corridors should be supported by measures that
require generous mitigation for construction impacts to natural drainages and other
surface waters of the state and of the United States. This policy support may lead to
streamlining the issuance of CWA 401 water quality standards certifications, or waste
discharge requirements. The preservation of natural drainage systems, water badies, and
slopes reduces impacts to water quality and may lessen development’s impact on water
quality standards. Established native riparian vegetation, along and within broad flood
plains and drainage systems, flanked by adequately vegetated upland buffer areas, will
capture storm flows and thereby lessen erosion and sedimentation, and consequently
protect water quality standards.

15-12

If you have any questions, please contact me at (951) 782-3234, or Glenn Robertson of my staff
at (951) 782-3259.

Sincerely,

VMad.C_.Cuto

Mark G. Adelson, Chief
Regional Planning Programs Section

cc: Scott Morgan — State Clearinghouse

Q: Planning/Groberts/Letters/CEQA/DEIR- City of Riverside- General Plan Jan 2005
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15. Mark G. Adelson, Chief, Regional Planning Programs Section, Santa Ana Region,
California Regional Water Quality Control Board. January 18, 2005.

Response 15-1

The comment commends the City of Riverside on the Draft EIR’s overall comprehensive
view toward resolving planning issues within the Planning Area. The comment is
acknowledged, and no further response is required.

Response 15-2

The comment recommends that the alternatives analyzed in the EIR include more detail
about reduced water quality impacts, such as maps of affected areas, and that the EIR
discuss antidegradation policies. Since the “25% Reduction Alternative” is conceptual only
and assumes reduced growth citywide, there is no “location” where impervious surface
coverage could be protected over the long term with this Alternative. The City notes that
the focus of General Plan policy is to encourage infill development rather than continue to
allow suburban densities in the “fringe,” thus achieving the open space protection
objectives promulgated by MWD in its comments.

The General Plan includes many policies that will work to reduce degradation of water
quality. Policies OS-10.6 and OS-10.7 enforce Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB) regulations regarding urban runoff and directs the City to work with RWQCB in
the establishment and enforcement of urban runoff water quality standards (page 5.8-7 in
the Final EIR). In addition, the City will evaluate all development projects for compliance
with NPDES requirements, as stated in Policy-10.9 (page 5.8-8).

Response 15-3

The comment states that the City must incorporate the requirements of Riverside County
Areawide Urban Runoff Waste Discharge Requirements into the General Plan to ensure
consistent implementation of the MS4 permit (also known as the Riverside County
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permit) within the Planning Area since the City is
a co-permittee of this permit. As stated on page OS-50 of the General Plan Open Space
and Conservation Element, the City is involved in programs which are designed to reduce
pollutants affecting water quality:

The City is a co-permittee with the County of Riverside in the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, which is designed to reduce
pollutants in runoff. According to the NPDES permit, all new development projects
and substantial rehabilitation projects are required to incorporate Best Management
Practices (BMPs) as identified in the Santa Ana Regional Drainage Area Master Plan
(SAR-DAMP) (page OS-50).

According to Order No. R8-2002-001 and NPDES No. CAS 618033, Waste Discharge
Requirements for the Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, the
County of Riverside, and the Incorporated Cities of Riverside County within the Santa Ana
Region Areawide Urban Runoff, the MS4 permit was renewed on August 30, 2000. The
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Permittees will develop a Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) to identify Best
Management Practices (BMPs), including design standards for source control and structural
BMPs, that are to be applied when considering any map or permit for which discretionary
approval is sought. The WQMP is intended to address regional and sub-regional source
control and structural BMPs and to provide guidelines for site specific, “post-construction
BMPs” to address management of urban runoff quantity and quality. The WQMP is to be
submitted for review and approval by the California RWQCB Santa Ana Region, consistent
with the criteria identified in Section VIII of the above-referenced Waste Discharge
Requirements document in Subsections B.1., 2., and 3., including any project adding or
creating 5,000 or more square feet of impervious surfaces, residential developments having
10 dwelling units or more of any type, industrial or commercial development where the land
area is more than 100,000 square feet, automobile repair shops, restaurants of 5,000 square
feet or more, hillside developments creating 10,000 square feet or more of impervious
surfaces, developments creating 2,500 square feet or more of impervious surfaces adjacent
to (within 200 feet) or discharging directly into waters supporting habitat that include plant
or animal species designated as rare, threatened or endangered species, or parking lots of
5,000 square feet or more of impervious surfaces.

The primary objective of the WQMP, by addressing source control and structural BMPs,
applied on a regional, sub-regional or site specific basis, is to ensure that the land use
approval process of each co-permittee, such as the City of Riverside, will minimize pollutant
loads in urban runoff from individual project sites for a map or permit for which
discretionary approval is given. This objective may be achieved through source control and
structural BMPs. As of January 1, 2005, the City requires all development fitting the criteria
listed above to prepare individual WQMPs. In addition to individual WQMPs submitted by
separate developments, the City is currently working with other jurisdictions in western
Riverside County to prepare regional source control BMPs for submittal to the RWQCB by
November 2005. The City will comply with implementation of the MS4 permit and any
other NPDES permit.

Response 15-4

The comment recommends that the Final EIR include a full discussion of the MS4 controls
on urban runoff and other measures required to comply with pending pathogen Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for discharges to the reaches of the Santa Ana River, and
suggests that BMPs be developed and implemented to control the discharge of pollutants
during the construction and operational phases of all projects. With implementation of
Mitigation Measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR, the impacts to surface hydrology
will be less than significant at the programmatic level.

HW-1 Prior to making land use decisions, the City will required project applicants
to utilize available methods to estimate increases in pollutant loads and
flows resulting from future development subject to NPDES regulations. In
addition, project applicants shall demonstrate accomplishment of the
following NPDES objectives:

= Use of structural and non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
to mitigate projected increases in pollutant loads and flows
*  Minimized pollutant loading flow velocity during and after construction
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*  Minimized amounts of impervious surfaces and directly connected
impervious surfaces

= Maximized on-site infiltration and runoff and temporary on-site retention
areas

» Limited disturbance of natural water bodies and natural drainage
systems

» Pollution prevention methods, source controls and treatment using
small collection strategies located at or as close as possible to the
source

Additionally, the Project does not involve any development activity. The Project is the
adoption and implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code,
Citywide Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These documents will be
used to guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not
propose specific development projects. Individual development and redevelopment
projects pursuant to the adoption and implementation of the Project will be required to
comply with implementation of the Water Quality Management Plan, as required by the
Riverside County MS4, and TMLDs for discharges to the Santa Ana River at the specific
project site on a project-by-project basis in accordance with the City’s standard CEQA and
project review processes.

Refer to Response 15-3 for WQMPs required as a part of the MS4 permit.
Response 15-5

The comment suggests that the EIR include provisions to enable the City to comply with
implementation of a General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Construction Activity, a NPDES permit, and a Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality
Standards Certification. Adherence to policies OS-10.6, OS-10.7, OS-10.9 and PF-4.2 lessen
stormwater runoff impacts through compliance with RWQCB requirements and specifically,
NPDES regulations. In addition to the policies in the General Plan, Section 17.16.010 of the
Riverside Grading Code requires a NPDES General Permit for construction activity, a Notice
of Intent (NOI) to be submitted to the State Water Board, and that a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be developed and implemented concurrent with the
commencement of any grading activities. Any future project within the Planning Area must
comply with these programs on an individual basis in accordance with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), Santa Ana RWQCB, and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE).

Response 15-6

The comment states that development adjacent to channels and other drainages should be
avoided and mitigation beyond the acquisition of permits be implemented to minimize
impacts to waters. This comment does not specifically address the analysis in the EIR.
However, the comment is answered below.

The acquisition of permits is not mitigation for impacted waters. Conversely, the permits
can require that mitigation is incorporated into individual projects. Additionally, the permit
process serves to minimize impacts by regulating the extent of development adjacent to
waters under the jurisdiction requiring the permit. Section 17.16.010 of the Riverside
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Grading Code not only requires a NPDES General Permit for construction activity, but also
that a Notice of Intent (NOI) be submitted to the State Water Board and that a Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be developed and implemented concurrent with the
commencement of any specific grading activities. Also, as a part of this Project, mitigation
measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR (see Response 15-4) serves to minimize
impacts that individual projects may pose.

The comment cites Mockingbird Canyon and Sycamore Canyon as examples of areas that
require mitigation for unavoidable and cumulative water impacts. As stated in the excerpt
below, the City supports the preservation of publicly owned open spaces and views their
function and value as beneficial to the City:

To implement General Plan objectives and policies, the Zoning Code includes
zoning districts that apply to large, publicly owned open space areas, such as
Sycamore Canyon Park, to ensure preservation of these resources. The City’s
participation in the Western Riverside County MSHCP will also contribute to the
protection of identified critical resource areas within the Planning Area (Final EIR, p.
5.4-26).

As a part of previous developments, the Sycamore Canyon Specific Plan and EIR included
requirements for three detention basins for stormwater and water quality control. To date,
one of the so-called filtration ponds (northerly marsh) has been constructed and is
maintained by the City. This basin is a first-flush detention basin used to filter pollutants in
runoff before stormwater is sent to nearby drainages. Two other ponds, the central and
southerly marshes, were also planned as part of this project. The City is currently working
toward construction of the two remaining filtration ponds and has funds available to do so.
Pond completion is dependent upon resolution of Steven’s Kangaroo Rat habitat and right-
of-way issues. Once these issues are resolved, the City will develop the two remaining
filtration ponds.

Response 15-7

The comment recommends that the EIR emphasize that compliance with zoning
requirements, specific plan provisions, or other development process aspects does not
convey approval to place or remove fill within drainages without prior CWA certification or
other appropriate permitting and suggests that the EIR protect the beneficial uses
throughout this parkway area. As stated in Section 5.8, Hydrology/Water Quality, on page
5.8-6, the City will achieve water quality objectives through individual developments and by
issuance and enforcement of waste discharge permits, such as NPDES permits, for
discharges. Effluent limits are the primary mechanisms for controlling discharges of
pollutants of waters.

In addition to zoning, permits, and other provisions in place, Section 17.28.020
(Hillside/Arroyo Grading) of the Riverside Grading Code includes regulations that restrict
grading in hillside and arroyo areas. The restrictions in this chapter of the Grading Code
affect parcels that have a natural slope of ten percent or greater, are zoned Residential
Conservation (RC), and iare located adjacent to the Mockingbird Canyon, Woodcrest,
Prenda, Alesandro, Tequesquite, or Springbrook Arroyos or other significant arroyos in the
City. Also, only 25 percent of a pad can be graded or filled without a grading exception,
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depending on the sensitivity of the site. Policy OS-5.1, cited on page 5.4-25 of the EIR,
encourages the preservation of land within these areas and the RC zoning as follows:

Policy OS-5.1: Preserve significant habitat and environmentally sensitive areas,
including hillsides, rock outcroppings, creeks, streams, viewsheds
and arroyos through application of the RC zone standards and the
Hillside/Arroyo standards of the City’s Grading Code.

Also, the Grading Code includes these controls:

g.  Where possible, other arroyos, shall be preserved as natural drainage courses.
Significant natural features within these arroyos shall be preserved including
riparian vegetation, boulders, rock outcroppings, milling features and deeply
incised channels. These features shall be shown on the grading plans submitted
for review. To insure that these areas are adequately preserved, an appropriate
setback for development and grading may be applied.

h. Development or grading within blue line streams shall be limited to the
minimum necessary for access or drainage structures. Any disturbance will
require permits from the U.S. Corps of Engineers and the State Department of
Fish and Game. (Ord. 6673 §§ 6, 7, 8, 9, 2003; Ord. 6453 § 1, 1998)

Furthermore, no development within 50 feet of the arroyos named above or their associated
tributaries will be permitted, as stated in the Grading Code. The Grading Code also restricts
the removal of vegetation within the boundaries of the arroyos and in areas that cannot be
graded.

The comment also states that the determinations of all negative declarations for tract maps
received in the Overlook Parkway/Alessandro Arroyo area have not included analysis of
cumulative environmental impact and suggests that the EIR include a strategy to address this
issue comprehensively. The process of approval for NPDES permits is conducted in a
regional context, taking into account impacts of the drainage being impacted in a
cumulative way, as well as impacts to other drainages having a potential to become
impacted. Also, the Overlook Parkway/Alessandro Arroyo area is currently planned or is
being developed as low-density residential uses, and the majority of properties in the area
have already been developed or have received discretionary approval for future
development, with mitigation incorporated into those approvals. As a part of individual
project approvals for projects in this area, WQMPs have been developed for each project
within the area to prevent or curb cumulative water quality impacts. An additional feature
of the area involves the dedication of open space easements outside of graded pads of each
subdivided lot. Refer to Response 15-3 for a discussion of WQMP requirements.

Response 15-8

The comment suggests that the EIR be more restrictive on development that proposes
subsurface disposal systems for waste, such as septic tanks. Septic tanks are only allowed
on lots one acre or larger in size. The County of Riverside’s minimum requirement for any
subsurface disposal systems is much less restrictive at 0.5-acre lots. Title 18, Subdivisions, of
the Riverside Municipal Code states the following:
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Section 18.28.090 Sanitary sewers. Sanitary sewers shall be provided to the
specifications of the Public Works Department for all land divisions of residential
property unless all lots or parcels in the division are one acre net or larger and septic
tanks, as approved by the City and the Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control
Board pursuant to the applicable policies and regulations of each entity, are allowed
as a condition of approval of the land division. (Ord. 5018 § 11, 1982)

Even though the City allows septic tank systems in accordance with restrictive size
requirements, the majority of new development utilizes the connections available from
existing sewer systems. Subsurface disposal systems will not be developed on lots smaller
than one acre.

Response 15-9

The comment requests that BMPs be deployed around spoil sites at all times. Although not
a direct comment regarding the analysis in the EIR, this comment is addressed below.

The Project does not involve any development activity. The Project is the adoption and
implementation of the updated General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide
Design Guidelines and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan. These documents will be used to
guide future development and growth in the Riverside Planning Area and do not propose
specific development projects. Individual development projects that may involve waste
discharged into drainage areas, channels, streambeds, or streams will require
implementation of BMPs at the specific project site. With implementation of Mitigation
Measure HW-1 on page 5.8-11 of the Final EIR and all applicable standard conditions of
approval, the impacts to surface drainage will be less than significant at the programmatic
level.

Response 15-10

The comment recommends that the EIR include development and construction project
guidelines designed to protect and improve the quality of groundwater basins. Policies such
as 0OS-10.8, 0OS-10.9, OS-10.10 and OS-10.11 protect the quality and quantity of
groundwater in the Planning Area. In addition to implementation of the above General Plan
policies, any future project within the Planning Area that may increase the amount of
impervious surfaces must be analyzed on an individual basis in accordance with the City’s
standard CEQA, CWA 401 water quality standards certification, and project review
processes.

Wetlands not only provide habitat value for a wide variety of plants and animals, but can
also act as natural filters that enhance water quality. As stated in the Open Space and
Conservation Element (page OS-39), the Hidden Valley Wetlands Enhancement Project is an
example of the use of natural vegetation filtering excess nutrients in water. The wetlands in
Hidden Valley are utilized as a part of the wastewater treatment process through its nitrogen
management. Treated wastewater entering the wetlands is closely monitored, and effective
barriers are in place to minimize harm to the wetlands. The City considers the water
filtration value that wetlands and other types of native vegetation provide as an asset worth
protecting.
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Response 15-11

The comment states that native vegetation should be preserved and protected, and clearing
of vegetation should be strictly limited. The comment also encourages the use of replanting
and hydroseeding of native vegetation. Policies such as Policy OS-10.4 promote the use of
native, low-water use and drought-tolerant plant species for park and private development
(page 5.8-9 of the Final EIR). Additionally, Policies OS-5.1 and OS-5.4 supports the
preservation and protection of native habitat, significant habitat, and habitat in
environmentally sensitive areas.

Response 15-12

The comment suggests that a policy of considering wildlife corridors should be supported by
measures that require mitigation for construction impacts to natural drainage and other
surface waters. On page 5.4-26 of the Final EIR, implementation of Objective OS-6
preserves and maintains wildlife movement corridors in the Planning Area. Policies OS-6.1,
05-6.2, 0S5-6.3, and OS-6.4 also support known wildlife migratory corridors and the creation
of new open space linkages. Policy OS-1.5 requires the provision of opens space linkages
between development projects consistent with the Trails Master Plan, Open Space Plan, and
other environmental considerations including the Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan
(MSHCP) for Riverside County.

Refer to Response 15-12 for a discussion of the preservation of natural drainage systems
such as wetlands.

General Plan and Supporting Documents City of Riverside
Environmental Impact Report 112 February 2005



Responses to Comments

LETTER 16
Amoid Schwarzenegger

dN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

{916) 657-5380 — Fax

January 3, 2005

RECEIVED

Cleas
1~3-05

Mr. Craig Aaron JAN 18 2005 ate
Riverside Planning Dept.

3900 Main St., 3rd Floor STAT

Riverside, CA 92522 E CLEARING Housg

Re: DEIR; City of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines
- and Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan
SCH# 2004021108

Dear Mr. Aaron:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The Commission
was able to perform a record search of its Sacred Lands File for the project area, which failed to indicate
the presence.of Native American cultural resources in the immediate project area. The absence of 16-1
specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not indicate the absence of cuitural resources in
any project area. Other sources of cultural resources should also be contacted for information regarding
known and recorded sites. .

Early consultation with tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated discoveries once
a project is underway. Enclosed is a list of Native Americans individuals/organizations that may have
knowledge of cuitural resources in the project area. The Commission makes no recommendation of a
single individual or group over another. Please contact all those listed; if they cannot supply you with
specific information, they may be able to recommend others with specific knowledge. By contacting all 16-2
those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to consult with the
appropriate tribe or group. If you have not received a response within two weeks' time, we recommend
that you follow-up with a telephone call to make sure that the information was received.

Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preciude the existence of
archeological resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the
CEQA Guidelines, when significant cultural resources could be affected b roject. Provisions should
also be included for accidentally discovered archeological resources during construction per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code §15064.5 (f). Health and Safety Code 16-3
§7050.5; and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandate the process to be followed in the event of an
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be
included in all environmental documents. If you have any questions, please contact me at (9186) 653-
6251.

Sincerely,

Carol Gaubatz,”
Program Analyst

Cc: State Clearinghouse

City of Riverside General Plan and Supporting Documents
February 2005 113 Environmental Impact Report



Responses to Comments

nPPI-A%
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ,«v‘:ﬂ&%

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research g ﬂ E
. . . o :
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit earenre®
Amold
Schwarz:negger Jan Boel
Governor ’ R Acting Director

January 19, 2005

JAN 2 1 9nns

Craig Aaron

City of Riverside Planning Department
3900 Main Street, 3rd Floor :
Riverisde, CA 92522 :

1
{

Subject: City of Riverside General Plan, Zoning Code, Subdivision Code, Citywide Design Guidelines and
- Magnolia Avenue Specific Plan
SCH#: 2004021108

Dear Craig Aaron:

The enclosed comment (s) on your Dratt EIR was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the end
of the state review period, which closed on January 3, 2005. We are forwarding these comments to you
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your final environmental
document.

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments.
However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental
document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project.

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to

the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number (2004021108) when contacting this office.

Sincerely,

W

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
ce: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA §5812-3044
TEL (916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov
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16. Carol Gaubatz, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, State of
California. January 3, 2005 (Received January 18, 2005).

Response 16-1

The comment states that a record search of the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) conducted for the Project failed to indicate the presence of Native American
cultural resources for the Planning Area and that the absence of records does not indicate
the absence of cultural resources in the Planning Area. The significance of impacts to
Native American cultural resources resulting from specific future development projects will
be determined on a project-by-project basis. If projectlevel impacts are identified, specific
mitigation measures will be required per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

As part of the General Plan program, the City prepared a cultural resource sensitivity map,
based on research conducted by Applied Earthworks. Due to the sensitivity of such
information and the need to protect potential resources, the map is not included in the
General Plan or EIR (see discussion below). However, City staff will use the map and
associated report in the review of development applications and to determine when
detailed cultural resource assessments should be required.

Response 16-2

The comment suggests that the City contact all Native American individuals and
organizations that have knowledge of cultural resources in the Planning Area to avoid
unanticipated discoveries once a project is underway. As stated on page 5.5-14 of the Final
EIR, a literature and records search for prehistoric and historical archaeological resources of
the general project location was completed by Applied Earthworks archaeologists at the
Eastern Information Center (EIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System
between July 16 and July 21, 2003. Data gathered included plotting the locations of all
previously identified archaeological sites, a listing of all manuscript files pertaining to cultural
resources studies, and estimations regarding previous archaeological survey coverage per
square mile.

Results of the archaeological literature and records search at the EIC indicate that more than
310 cultural resources investigations have been completed within the City’s Planning Area.
These cultural resources studies resulted in the identification and documentation of more
than 800 prehistoric and historical archaeological sites. Within current City limits, 538
prehistoric sites, 51 historical sites and 5 sites containing both prehistoric and historical
remains have been documented; within the City’s Sphere of Influence an additional 199
prehistoric sites, 8 historical sites, and one site containing both prehistoric and historical
remains have been documented. The details of this comprehensive search are located in
Appendix D of the Project. Also, the significance of impacts to potentially unanticipated
discoveries resulting from specific future development projects will be determined on a
project-by-project basis. If projectlevel impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures
will be required per CEQA.
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Response 16-3

The comment recommends that the City include provisions in the Project for accidentally
discovered archeological resources found during construction per CEQA and states that the
Health and Safety Code and Public Resources Code shall mandate the process to be
followed in the event of an accidental discovery. As stated in page 5.5-17 of the Final EIR,
the City will continue to incorporate as conditions of approval of any development project’s
approval that the discovery of remains or any other discovered archeological resource
during construction will require a temporary cessation of work until the discovery is
assessed by a qualified professional. Also, Policy 1.3, in the General Plan and on page 5.5-
16 of the Final EIR, indicates that the City will protect sites of known archeological and
paleontological significance and will ensure compliance with the federal Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act during the project’s planning review process.
Additionally, the significance of impacts to cultural and paleontological resources resulting
from specific future development projects will be determined on a project-by-project basis.
If projectlevel impacts are identified, specific mitigation measures will be required per
CEQA.
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Alamo Water District
4432 Strong Street
Riverside, CA 92501

California Baptist University
8432 Magnolia Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Charter Communications
Attn: Erwin Tando

7337 Central Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

City of Grand Terrace
22795 Barton Road
Grand Terrace, CA 92324

City of Riverside Public Library
Eastside Cybrary

4016 Chicago Avenue
Riverside, CA 92507

City of Riverside Public Library
Main Library

3581 Mission Inn Ave.
Riverside, CA 92501

City of Riverside Public Library
Marey Neighborhood Branch
3711 Central Avenue

Riverside, CA 92506

Edgemont Community
Services District

P. O. Box 2024
Riverside, CA 92516

Gas Company

Mike Edson

251-A E First Street
Beaumont, CA 92223-2903

Kinder Morgan Pipe Line
Tim Buchoz

2359 S. Riverside Avenue
Bloomington, CA 92316

MARB
452 SPTG/CEV
March ARB, CA 92518-2166

Alvord Unfd School Dist
Attn: Sheryl Calhoun
10365 Keller Avenue
Riverside, CA 92505

Dennis J. O'Bryant

California Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 24-01

Sacramento, CA 95814

City of Colton
650 North La Cadena Drive
Colton, CA 92324-2893

City of Moreno Valley
Planning Dept.

14177 Frederick Street
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

City of Riverside Public Library
La Sierra Branch

4600 La Sierra Avenue
Riverside, CA 92505

City of Riverside Public Library
Arlington Neighborhood Library
9556 Magnolia Ave.
Riverside, CA 92503

Director of Office Of

Planning & Design Construction
UCR

Riverside, CA 92521

FAA -Westem Pacific Region
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Lawndale, CA 90261

General Telephone
Company of California

P. 0. Box 920

Pomona, CA 91769-2920

La Sierra University
4700 Pierce Street
Riverside, CA 92515

MARB U.S. Air Force
Base Operations
March AFB
Riverside, CA 92508

BNSF

Bob Grimes

740 East Carnegie Drive
San Bernardino, CA 92408

Caltrans, District 8
464 West 4th Street. 7 Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92401-1400

City of Corona

Terri Manuel, AICP
Planning Department
815 West Sixth Street
Corona, CA 92882-3238

City of Noreo
P. O. Box 428
Norco, CA 91760

City of Riverside Public Library
Nichols Cybrary Center

5505 Dewey Street

Riverside, CA, 92504

City of Riverside Public Library
Casa Blanca Family Learning Center
2985 Madison Street

Riverside, CA 92504

Eastern Muni Water Dist
P. O. Box 8300
Perris, CA 92572-8300

Gage Canal

Attn: John M. Hocking
7452 Dufferin Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504

Governor's Office of Emergency Services
11030 White Rock Rd., Suite 110
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

Riverside LAFCO
3850 Vine Street, Suite 110
Riverside, CA 92507-4277

March JPA

% Dan Fairbanks

P.O. Box 7480

Moreno Valley CA 92552



Metropolitan Water Dist
Laura J. Simonek
Environmental Planning Team
Po Box 54153

Los Angeles, CA 90054-0153

Office of Planning & Research
1400 Tenth Street, P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

Perris Union High School District
155 East 4™ Street
Perris, CA 92570

Richard Marston

Paragon Partners Ltd.

5762 Bolsa Avenue, Suite 201
Huntington Beach, CA 92649

Riverside County
Parks Department
4600 Crestmore Road
Riverside, CA 92509

Riverside County Fire Department
Deputy Chief Mike Brown

210 West San Jacinto Avenue
Perris, CA 92570

Riverside County Waste Management
District

Mirtha Liedl, Planner

14310 Frederick Street

Moreno Valley, CA 92553

San Bernardino County

Land Use Services Department

385 North Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor
San Bernardino, CA 92415-0182

So. Cal. Association of Governments
Jeffrey M. Smith, AICP,
Intergovernmental Review, 818 W.
Seventh Street, 12th Floor (Main Office)
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Southern Calif. Gas Co.
Ronald Dietl,

9400 Oakdale Av ML 9314
Chatsworth, CA 91313-6511

Southern/Union Pacific Transportation
Freddie Cheung

19100 Slover Avenue

Bloomington, CA 92316

Moreno Valley Unified

Dr. John Costello

13911 Perris Boulevard
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

Pacific Bell

Maryann Cassaday 1st Flr
3939 E Coronado St
Anaheim, CA 92807

RCTC
P. O. Box 12008
Riverside, CA 92502-2208

Riverside Community College
4800 Magnolia Avenue
Riverside, CA 92506

Riverside County
Transportation, 8th Flr
P.0O. Box 1090
Riverside, CA 92502

Riverside County Flood
Control District

1995 Market Street
Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside Transit Agency
1825 Third Street
Riverside, CA 92517
Attn: Anne Palatino

Santa Ana Watershed Project Authority
Michelle Campbell/Peter Vitt

11615 Sterling Avenue

Riverside, CA 92503

South Coast Air Quality Mngt. District
Steve Smith, Ph.D.

21865 E Copely Dr.

Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182

Southern Calif. Gas Co.
Gertman Thomas

P. O. Box 3003
Redlands, CA 92373

State Mining & Geology Board
801 K Street, Suite 2015
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Northwest Mosquito &
Vector Control Dist
1966 Compton Av
Corona, CA 91719

Pacific Bell
Right-of-way

1265 Van Buren Street
Anaheim, CA 92807

Regional Water Quality Control Board
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3348

Riverside/Corona Conservation Resource
Distriet

Shelli Lamb

4500 Glenwood Drive

Riverside, CA 92501

Riverside County

Planning Dept., Robert Johnson
P.O. Box 1409

Riverside, CA 92502

Riverside County Sheriffs Department
Sheriff Bob Doyle

4095 Lemon Street

Riverside, CA 92501

Rvrsd Unfd School Dist
Attn: Janet Dixon
3070 Washington Street
Riverside, CA 92504

SBC-Pacific Bell

Premis-SLIC

1452 Edinger Avenue, Room 1200
Tustin, CA 92780

Southern Calif. Edison
Eastern Division

P. O. Box 788

Rialto, CA 92376

Southern California Regional Rail
Authority

700 South Flower Street, 26thFloor
Los Angeles CA 90017-4101

State of California
Geological Survey
801 K Street, MS 12-30
Sacramento, CA 95814
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State Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311
Sacramento, CA 95814

U.SFW.S
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

WRCOG
4080 Lemon Street,
Riverside CA 92501

Southern California Edison
Planning Department
287 Tennessee Street
Redlands, CA 92373

Press Enterprise
Doug Haberman
3512 14" Street
Riverside. CA 92507

California Office of Historic Preservation
PO Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Dept of Water Resources
1416 9 Street, 3™ Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Housing & Community
Development, Housing Policy Division
1800 Third Street, Room 430
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Water Resources Control Board,
Division of Clean Water Program
1001 I Street

PO Box 100

Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

California Native American Heritage
Commission, Executive Secretary
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364
Sacramento, California 95814

California State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers LA District
915 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 980
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Val Verde School District
2935 Indian Street
Perris, CA 92370

Keith D. Downs, AICP AAEE, Executive
Director, Airport Land Use Commission
5555 Arlington Avenue

Riverside, CA 92504-2506

Corona Resources Conservation District
Shelli Lamb

4500 Glenwood Drive

Riverside, CA 92501

California Department of Conservation
801 K Street, 24" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Department of Parks &
Recreation, 1416 9th Street

P.O. Box 942896

Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Caltrans

Division of Aeronautics-MS 40
PO Box 942874

Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

California Air Resources Board
1001 "I" Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-2814

Santa Ana Region

State Water Quality Control Board
3737 Main Street, Suite 500
Riverside, CA 92501-3339

California Public Utilities Commission
San Francisco Headquarters

505 Van Ness Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94102

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Quality

PO Box 944213

Sacramento, CA 94244-2130

U.S. Dept. of Transportation
Federal Railroad Administration
1120 Vermont Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20590

Western Muni. Water Dist
P. O. Box 5286
Riverside, CA 92517

Leo Doiron, Airport Manager
Flabob Airport

4130 Mennes Avenue
Riverside, CA 92509

Arlee Montalvo

RCRCD

Dept. Of Botany and Plant Sciences
UCR

Riverside, CA 92521

California Dept of Fish and Game
Habitat Conservation

4949 Viewridge Avenue

San Diego, CA 92123

California Reclamation Board
1416 9% Street, Room 1601
Sacramento, CA 95814

Caltrans Planning
PO Box 942874
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001

California Integrated Waste Management
Board

1001 I Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, MS-15
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Public Utilities Commission
San LA Office

320 West 4th Street, Suite 500

Los Angeles, CA 90013

State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Water Rights

PO Box 944212

Sacramento, CA 95814-2120



Responses to Comments

Dept. Of Toxic Substances Control
CEQA Tracking Center

400 P Street, Fourth Floor

PO Box 806 (1001 I St)
Sacramento CA 95812-0806
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APPENDIX B - Petition Included with Letter #9



Responses to Comments

'

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as ar Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the str;eet in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

“The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
‘Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Youf Signature
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4

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

Responses to Comments

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature .
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designatiion of Central
* Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as am Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks usinig the street in front
" of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The follawing parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
. “Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

.- “For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
. of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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The following parents  Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as

Responses to Comments

Central
Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front

of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central -
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diese! trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central %
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

.For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
" of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central ~
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

THe following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our chidren, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Your Signature
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Responses to Comments

he following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central

venue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

or the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
f their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

'our Signature” ./ g : Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

Thé following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central

- Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

. For the health and safety of our chiidren, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
- of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
_Aveénue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

. For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
- of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The foliowing parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

. The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designattion of Central
" avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as am Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following staff members of Sierra Middle School oppose the designation of Central Avenue
between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our students, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of our school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature )
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The feilowing staff members

Responses to Comments

Sierra Middle School oppose the designation  Central Avenue

hetween Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport Arterial
For the health and safety  our students, we do not want diesel trucks using the street  front
ourschool  travel hetween Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd
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Responses to Comments

The following staff members of Sierra Middle Schooi oppose the designation of Central Avenue
between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our students, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front

of our school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

he following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
wenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial,
“or the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the streetin front

of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central

Avenue between Brockton' Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an:Arterial. -

For the health and safety-of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
- of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The foilowing parents of Sierra Middie School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diese! trucks using the street in front:
of their school to travel betwean Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our chiidren, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Please print your name

-Z/ Your Sig%

Ger (Y = ‘o

O gra \CV’\@/t"f»\a. Licedfa

) .
FﬁA O ) O \\o

Ve (oo

@Lj 0 émrwg\ ec

Ao, Gonzalet

(’\‘\ Q_{\

conzalet

w%ﬁ

"7—“"0(4 ?} Ve (g

r\gqué nasnlin  MzaQsty

\defan Selo a7

UO&UA DAVAEJZO.

tﬁ?mdm kaclma

Rnda ufjma

Dropsr_ - Yty

Pogrre. S fodyFecZ

Neteer ALVE

Mari g Alamo

gmm /#’ ﬁ//,’ Frre

/4//:”/7] 2 4 Sencce

k. AT T R Ay VT

/GSE LovZzBLEZ

o ém/

< Dlnise. (Yhave=.




IEETIR VITIVE L TE)

Responses to Comments

I i R e e e o el bt b LR DL e -

Avenue between Brockton -Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street'in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Your Signature :

Please print your name

Movcon E\V s

Lina e Qreofg

= mﬁcﬁ“,@/

\Q*\')Wt& VVI I/Y\/a{o?p

Martha J. Mann

Mu Couz

&z_uz_w.cmﬁ._

Dianne. Galhesn

Lt SFoh

elobyt Moyales

HWlary M. ccéz ; ﬂ&
%Ma 6:0067-/ .tlﬂ ' :

gvonico  Ouersrerd

D@Ji) Bleﬁ,mfal\\

DaxR 5nvce "Belman

/ﬂv,a//\/

ch«fm Gl/eWx’vo

[h/fﬂ-vﬂ(/ﬂ 4 /(/?M@_

OLAID 5\0 N

Latoice Ndarmore.

\ . ;
- Jemes L) /%/%M-“/

LarA &\%SEL




Responses to Comments

' Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd. -

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our chiidren, we do not want diesel trucks using the street'in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the str.eet in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central -
Avenue hetween Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street'in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

%&% “Doukep  LouiS pﬁ’LME')C'JfL_ »

/La’\m/ ﬂ 7(/0[‘1‘!1 (LL &Im«z/"
%\/@A A Cann o9 N G Cran, |

\vawfnc Qu% ﬂ‘«wv\ﬁ_«; pﬂ’mr‘rs
/

Rorecuwn Mores o

i Doy Lisa tases,
’%/4{ X@/Q—- | /a"‘r‘*’— Ludwis

,'7

2 (a2 s2?

Llenova g towe/ /
Y ; ch\t\d\z Richowrdsaey, )
g 0 Dopeen //4/24 & Aopreo

) L Bl Esbedy
%,/( i
MD%E' DO Chzolin/ DA wuphmre
L e (annd) | Oert By

MM,\AM | Chactes O Boamn

Dhdnme ("?FD&M D -%u@h e \poxam D)
(/(‘Oja, O«»{ \QAGL"E\.A Annoy=




Responses to Comments

~ The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial,

For the heaith and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street'in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Please print your name _~
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Responses to Comments

The foliowing parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the heaith and safety of our children, we do not want diese! trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

- The foliowing parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial,
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue hetween Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using tﬁe str;aet in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial,

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

ur mer Scnooi to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

" The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central

© Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

\ Please print your name

’@W/M Voenonl L

12 D TALEN  STEPParic anpes
21 ffgy&& MV el 'ﬁ'\m—% \ke\
6/&0@?’%/@ Al dre A

\}D‘fw S}; Y e O

Susaor/ Su,wq

ﬁﬂn& E/k,nf

Ko //v Sehu /e

ﬂ\u"éuuo uOIZ(‘—#\)Q

A PAUL ) (
D ,_L»PW//C/A/AJ% /. _Da/{,"ﬁ J)/ﬁ//n !
SeFE Q@oz\ vt
7/)/ ﬁg‘; o@uﬂﬁ /749&4 -

[Mich el e /f'q;;él?ve_r

K\m G‘D’Vlmlf’l—'

Stn-dri Upoithes . O

Sotred D18 Vo Al ese.




Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of Central
Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Yu r Signature / ~—— Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

AVENUE UTLWVEGT T L UWRLUL L FUV s P WM W 0% 1M Pl it 1 S e
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks usung the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

Your Signature : : Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle Schoo! students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

N
—Your Signature Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents  Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street

their school

Arterial.
front

travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front

of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

1S 1UIUWIIY pal S Ul DIsTTa IMiduie DCNool StUgents 0ppose te aesignation or
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front

of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature ' n Please grlnt your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School! students oppose the designation of

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

R Your .ilgnature

&
Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their schooli to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature Please print your name .
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middie School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.

Your Signature
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

.. Your Signature

Please print yourname #
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Responses to Comments

The following parents  Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as  Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street  front
of theirschool  travel between Highway  and Van Buren Bivd
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle Schoo! students oppose the designation of

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport Arterial.

For the health and safety  our children we do not want diesel trucks using the street  front
of their school  travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd

]
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.

oA
Your Signature |

. Please print your name
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle Schoo! students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.

For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Bivd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of

Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport as an Arterial.
For the health and safety of our children, we do not want diesel trucks using the street in front
of their school to travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd.
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Responses to Comments

The following parents of Sierra Middle School students oppose the designation of
Central Avenue between Brockton Avenue and the Riverside Municipal Airport Arterial

For the health and safety  our children we do not want diesel trucks using the street  front
of ther school  travel between Highway 91 and Van Buren Blvd
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